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Decl aration of the

RECORD OF DEC SI ON

for the

Monsant o Chemi cal Conpany Superfund Site
Cari bou County, Idaho

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedy for the Monsanto Chem cal Conpany Site (the
Site) in Caribou County near Soda Springs, |daho, which was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended, and,
to the extent practicable, the National O and Hazardous Substances Pol |l uti on Conti ngency Pl an
(NCP). This decision is based on the admnistrative record for the Site.

Aletter indicating that the State of Idaho concurs with the selected renedy is attached.
Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Renmedy

This is intended to be the final remedy for this Site. Previous actions have al ready addressed
the principal sources of contami nant releases at the Site. The selected renedy described in
this docunment addresses the renmining threats posed by the Site.

The naj or conponents of the selected remedy by nedia are:

1 GROUNDWATER: The sel ected renmedy for groundwater is nonitored natural
attenuation with institutional controls to prevent use of contaninated
groundwat er for drinking purposes, until such tinme as cadm um fluoride,
sel enium nitrate and nanganese concentrations in groundwater decline to bel ow
the prinmary Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) or risk-based concentrations for
t hose subst ances.

SALS: For contam nated soils outside the Monsanto Plant boundary line (the
Plant), the selected renedy is an election by affected property owners for
either: a) institutional controls, or b) excavation of contam nated soils,
repl acenent with clean soil, and disposal of the contam nated soils within the
Pl ant.

SOURCE PILES, AIR SURFACE WATER AND SEDI MENTS: No further action is
necessary under CERCLA for source piles and naterials within the Plant, nor
for air, surface water, or Soda Creek sedinents.

Except as expressly stated in CERCLA, the NCP, or this ROD, the ROD is not designed to address
Monsant o' s ongoi ng operations, or to preclude, or in any way affect, the need for the Plant's
ongoi ng operations to conply with other environmental |aws or regul ations.

Wil e not part of the selected renedy, the sel ected renmedy assunes continued operation of the
Pl ant by Monsanto in conpliance with all Federal and State environnental requirenents as well as
the applicable closure requirenents in the event that the Plant ceases operation. |If air



em ssions exceed permtted | evels, they could pose additional risks to hunman health or the
environnent or allow unacceptable |evels of contam nants to mgrate to surrounding soils at or
near the Site which could require additional CERCLA action. The effect of ongoing and future
air releases on surrounding soils, human health and the environnent will be eval uated during
five-year reviews.

Renmedi al alternatives were not devel oped for alternative future industrial or residential
scenarios within the Plant and no renedy has been sel ected based on such scenarios because
Monsanto is considered highly likely to continue to operate the Plant for the foreseeabl e
future. Mnsanto has just increased production and naintains it has the reserves to profitably
operate the Plant for over 30 nore years.

Statutory Deterninations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost-effective. The renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the nmaxi mumextent practicable for this Site
However, because the sources of contaninant rel eases have been controlled and treatnment of the
remaining threats at the Site was not found to be practicable, the selected renmedy does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renmai ning on Site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .
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DECI SI ON SUMMARY
Monsant o Chemi cal Conpany Superfund Site
Cari bou County, Idaho

1. S| TE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Monsant o Chemi cal Conpany Superfund Site is located in Caribou County, |daho, approxinmately
one mle north of the Gty of Soda Springs (see Figure 1). CERCLA regul ations define the term

"site" as "the areal extent of contam nation and all suitable areas in very close proximty to

the contam nation necessary for inplenentation of the response action." The Monsanto Site (the
Site) includes an active el emental phosphorus plant operated by the Monsanto Conpany (the Pl ant)
and those portions of the surrounding property which have been contam nated by Pl ant operations
or are necessary for the conduct of the selected renedy. The term"Plant" is used in this ROD

torefer to those portions of the Site which are owned by Monsanto and used for their el enental

phosphorus nanuf acturi ng operati ons.

The Pl ant occupi es approxi mately 540 acres in a tributary valley to the Bear R ver; the entire
Site, including the Plant, includes about 800 acres. Land use in the vicinity of the Plant is a
primarily agricultural and industrial. The closest surface water body is Soda Creek, |ocated
approxi mately 2,000 feet west of the Plant.

Popul ation density in the area is sparse. Wthin 1 mle of the Site there are about 30
residents, and within 2 mles there are about 1,400 residents. About 3,000 residents, which
includes the nost of the population of the City of Soda Springs (the Gty), live within 3 niles
of the Site.

Most of the community residents' water is supplied fromthe City. This water is obtained from
Formati on Springs |located to the northeast of the City and the Plant, and from Ledge O eek
Springs to the southeast. Both Gty springs are in different hydrogeol ogical systens from and
are therefore unaffected by, the Site. Twenty-two donestic water supply wells are registered
within 3 mles of the Site (nost of themupgradient), as well as seven irrigation wells. Hooper
Springs, |ocated downgradi ent but show ng no evidence of contamination, is occasionally used by
tourists and residents for drinking. The only donmestic well known to have been affected by
groundwat er contamnation is at a hone located 0.2 miles south of the Plant. This honme was
connected to Gty water by Monsanto after sel eniumcontam nation was found in the well.

A nunber of other industrial sites are located in the valley. These include:

Kerr-MGee Chem cal Corporation (production of vanadi um conpounds), across
H ghway 34 fromthe Monsanto Pl ant;

Cty Industrial Park (various), adjacent to the Monsanto Plant to the
Sout heast ;

Evergreen Resources (fertilizer products) and Soda Springs Phosphate
Industries (fertilizer products) 1,000 to 2,000 feet southeast of the Plant;
and

Nu- West | ndustries (phosphoric acid production and fertilizer products), four
mles north of the Monsanto Plant (not shown on Figure 1).

<I MG SRC 97049C



dimte

The climate around Soda Springs is sem-arid, with hot summers and cold wi nters, characterized
by relatively |ow precipitation (R report cites averages of 16 and 19 inches per year), and
hi gh evapotranspiration (averages range from1l to 8 i nches per nonth).

Sur face Hydrol ogy

The nmajor river in the vicinity of the Monsanto Plant is the Bear R ver, |ocated approxinately
two mles to the south and sout hwest of the Monsanto Plant. Regional nanmade surface waters

i ncl ude Al exander Reservoir and Bl ackfoot Reservoir. Natural |ocal surface-water features in
the Monsanto Plant vicinity include Soda Creek, Ledger Creek, Big Spring Creek, two wetland
areas, and nunerous springs and spring-fed ponds. Local manmade surface-water features include
the ponds within the Monsanto and Kerr-MGee Plants and Soda Oreek Reservoir to the west.

Soda Creek, which is a tributary of the Bear River, forns the nain surface water drainage for
the Plant and the surrounding area. Soda Oreek originates at Fivem|le Meadows and flows south
(about 2,000 feet west of the Plant) to its discharge into A exander Reservoir. Soda Creek is
used for power generation and irrigation. There are three powerhouses | ocated above Al exander
Reservoir. Under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System (NPDES) Permt (which

requi res nmeasurenent of pH and tenperature), Mpnsanto di scharges non-contact cooling water into
Soda Creek via an underground pipeline. An irrigation diversion damis |ocated just downstream
of the Monsanto effluent outfall, and flowis diverted fromthe creek for parts of the year

Geol ogy

The geol ogy (and resul tant hydrogeol ogy) in the vicinity of the Site is quite conpl ex
Regionally, the Plant is |ocated near the southern end of the Bl ackfoot Lava Field that has
filled a valley bordered by the Chesterfield Range and the Soda Hlls on the west, and by the
Aspen Range on the east. Locally, the Plant is underlain by a thin veneer of soils that ovedie
basalt flows of the Bl ackfoot Lava Field. Five basalt flows, separated by sedinentary interbeds
or weat hered basalt zones, are present beneath the Plant. The basalt flows vary in thickness
fromless than 10 feet to 80 feet. The sedinentary units and weat hered basalt zones range from
1to 23 feet thick. The basalt flows overlie the Salt Lake Formation

Faul t di spl acement has apparently interrupted |ateral groundwater flow and created springs in
the vicinity of the Plant. A series of north-northwest trending faults, typically 1,000 to
1,500 feet wide and up to 2.5 to 3 mles long, extend fromthe southeast of the Plant north to
the Bl ackfoot Reservoir. A pronminent fault enters the Plant near the northwest corner and
appears to die out just west of the southeast corner of the Plant. A subsidiary fault parallels
this fault approximately 1,500 feet to the sout hwest,

Several nornal faults exist east of the Plant that appear to act as a hydraulic barrier, such
that groundwater west of the Finch Spring fault apparently does not flow into the Ledger O eek
Springs area.

Soil's

The soils around the Plant are largely classified as clayey silt with sonme sand and a trace of

gravel. Soil depth in the area typically ranges from3 to 23 feet. There was no appreciabl e
di fference between sanples collected fromthe 0-to-1-inch depth interval and those coll ected
fromthe 0-to-6-inch depth interval. Soils within the Plant are covered by facilities and

materials and cannot be correlated with the surrounding soils



Hydr ogeol ogy

There are three dom nant groundwater systens in the region of the Monsanto Pl ant:

1 The Mead Thrust Aquifer Systemreceives recharge by precipitation over the
nmountains to the east of the Plant. The direction of groundwater novenent in
this systemis westward. G oundwater discharge occurs through several springs
along faults at the eastern margin of the Bl ackfoot Lava Field, including
Formati on Spring.

The Chesterfield Range Aquifer Systemreceives recharge fromthe Chesterfield
Range to the west of the Plant. Goundwater fromthis system di scharges al ong
the western nmargin of the Blackfoot Lava Field via deep, nornal faults

The Shal | ow Groundwat er System consists of water that cones into contact with
the upper basalts of the Blackfoot Lava Field. The direction of groundwater
novenent in this systemis typically to the southwest but can be affected by
faults and punping of production wells (for process water)at both Monsanto and
Kerr-McCGee. G oundwater discharges fromthis systeminto Soda C eek,

Al exander Reservoir, and the Bear R ver

G oundwat er fromthese systens fl ows through four |ocal hydrogeol ogi ¢ zones | ocated beneath the
Pl ant, described in greater detail inthe RI. The Surficial Deposit Zone (SDZ) is only present
in the northeast portion of the Plant at a thickness of about 10 to 40 feet. The Salt Lake Zone
(SLZ) is located in the north central and northeast portions of the Plant, and may al so be
present beneath the Lower Basalt Zone. The Upper Basalt Zone (UBZ) is an aquifer underlying the
Pl ant at depths ranging fromabout 20 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) in the northeast corner of
the Plant, to about 100 feet bgs in the center of the Plant. The Lower Basalt Zone (LBZ)
underlies the UBZ and the Plant at depths of at |east 250 feet bgs. Goundwater flow in the UBZ
and the LBZ is influenced by faulting and by punping of the Plant production wells.

The estinmated hydraulic conductivity for the basalts bel ow the Plant ranges from0.04 to 676
ft/d. Hydraulic conductivity val ues appear to decrease with depth, and vary between interfl ow
zones. Several multiple well aquifer tests were conducted to characterize the aquifers bel ow
the Plant. On of the key findings of those tests was that the Monsanto and Subsidiary Faults
serve as barriers to groundwater flow for their length beneath the Plant, thus preventing

hydr aul i ¢ conmuni cati on between sonme of the different groundwater regions.

G oundwater in the vicinity of the Plant can be characterized as either fresh or sodic, with
sodic water defined by a bicarbonate al kalinity exceeding 700 ng/L. Fresh water occurs
predominantly in the UBZ in the Plant vicinity. Sodic water occurs in the LBZ on the west side
of the Plant, and fresh water occurs in the LBZ on the east.

2. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI ON

The Monsanto Soda Springs Plant processes |ocally mned phosphate ore to produce el enenta
phosphorus. In 1952, Monsanto purchased the Plant site, built the Plant, and started
operations. The fenced Plant consists of nore than a dozen adninistrative and processing
buildings plus ore piles, slag piles, by-product materials, surface i npoundnents, and a solid
waste |landfill.

The Plant is currently staffed with about 400 enpl oyees. Two of three on-site production wells
previously provided potable water for enpl oyee consunption. |In Decenber, 1989, a new well,
upgradient fromall Plant operations was installed to provide potable water for enpl oyee use



separate from process water.

Approximately 1 mllion tons of phosphate ore are processed through the Plant each year. The
ore is first "nodulized" in a rotary oxidation kiln where organic contam nants are rel eased and
burned. Sone fluorides (about 0.7 pounds per hour) are released fromthe process stacks in
accordance with the Clean Air Act permt for this process. Carbon nonoxide generated in the
final electric arc furnaces is recycled as a supplenental fuel to provide heat for the
nodul i zi ng process.

Nodul i zed ore to be reduced to el emental phosphorus is fed with coke and silica into three
electric arc furnaces. The process gases contain phosphorus, silicon tetrafluoride, and carbon
nonoxi de. The phosphorus is condensed out for recovery, and the particul ates are renoved by

el ectrostatic precipitators. The carbon nonoxide is cycled back to the nodulizer as a fuel, and
the particulate fromthe nodulizer operation is renoved by high energy venturi scrubbers.

Mol ten slag fromthe process is periodically tapped fromthe furnace. The heavy fraction of the
slag consisting primarily of netals (iron, vanadium and others) is tapped separately and sold
as a material for extraction of the vanadi um

"Underflow solids" (UFS) are fine grained particulate natter renoved fromrotary-kiln exhaust
gas in a wet slurry, which is settled and dewatered in the hydroclarifier. The resulting
coarse-to-fine solids are stockpiled in the northeast corner of the plant and recycled slowy in
the process due to its | ow grade phosphate ore val ue.

<I MG SRC 97049D>

Previ ous Studi es

Monsanto initiated a nunber of environnental studies to characterize potential inpacts fromits

operations. In 1980, the slag was anal yzed for Extraction Procedure toxicity paraneters
establ i shed by the Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) and found not to exceed any of the
standards. In 1984, Col der Associates was conm ssioned to eval uate groundwater and surface

water inmpacts resulting fromcurrent and past activity. Thirty-one new nonitoring wells were
installed to suppl ement seven existing wells (additional wells have been added subsequently).
This investigation showed groundwater under the Site to be contam nated with fluoride, cadm um
sel eni um vanadi um and ot her inorganic species of |ess concern. The sources of the

contami nati on were hypot hesi zed to be the underfl ow solids pond, the northwest pond, and the
hydrocl arifier. The underflow solids pond and northwest pond were subsequently taken out of
service (see below). The hydroclarifier has been rebuilt to allow conplete inspection for

| eakage, none of which has been found

A separate plunme showing contamnation with chloride, sulfate, and vanadi umexists in the
sout heast portion of the Site. This plune originates east of the Monsanto Site

Listing on the National Priorities List

In 1987, Ecology and Environnent, Inc. (E & E.), an EPA contractor, perforned further sanpling
as part of a site inspection. Contam nation was found in nonitoring and production wells. One
of the contam nated production wells was being used for drinking water by Plant enpl oyees at the
tine. Subsequent to that inspection, the Site was evaluated for inclusion on the Nationa
Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites requiring investigation and, if necessary, cleanup of
uncontrol | ed rel eases of hazardous substances to the environnent.

EPA proposed the Monsanto Site to the NPL in May, 1989; the Site was nade final on the NPL on
August 30, 1990 (55 Fed. Reg. 35502). EPA took this action pursuant to its authority under



Section 105 of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA). EPA and Monsanto negotiated an Administrative Order on Consent (AQC), pursuant to

whi ch Monsanto agreed to performa Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Soda
Springs Site. The ACC was issued by EPA on March 19, 1991

Rermedi al Measures to Date

Since 1983, investigations and actions by Monsanto in conjunction with EPA's activities pursuant
to CERCLA have resulted in significant environnmental inprovenents and reduced emi ssions at the
Plant. Sone of these inprovenents were nmade i ndependently by Monsanto, and others were done to
comply with state and/or federal requirenments. These actions have addressed nany of the known
and suspected sources of contam nation investigated during the RI/FS. The nmeasures included the
foll owi ng:

1 In August, 1985 the hydroclarifier, which was suspected as potentially affecting
groundwater, was replaced with a unit that includes a synthetic liner, a |eachate

collection system and a nonitoring well network.

In 1986, an old coke and quartzite dryer and wet scrubber was replaced with a nore
efficient dryer and dust collector, resulting in air em ssion reductions of over 95
percent.

In 1986, four underground fuel storage tanks were replaced w th aboveground tanks
with concrete sunps. These underground tanks were renoved to conply with new
regul ations. There was no indication that |eaking had occurred

In Septenber, 1987, four parallel high energy venturi scrubbers, separators, fans,
and stacks were installed to provide additional scrubbing of kiln exhaust. The
paral | el arrangenent of equi pnent effectively reduces upset/breakdown eni ssions that
woul d occur if only one or two fans existed. This project resulted in a reduction
of particulate em ssions of about 95 percent and contributes to a cumul ative

cl eaning efficiency of 99.9 percent.

In 1987, four wells (TW3, TW4, TW5, and TW6), which were discovered to be
creating hydraulic communicati on between upper and | ower aquifers due to poor
construction, were abandoned i n accordance with regul atory guidelines

In 1983, the ol d underflow solids ponds, suspected as sources of groundwater
contami nation, were taken out of service. Mich of the solids were subsequently

excavated and recycled. 1In 1988, the upper layer of contam nated soil was renoved,
and the depression was backfilled with material excavated fromthe northwest pond
(see below) and clean nmaterial. The ponds were then filled with nmolten slag and

sealed with a bentonite cap to isolate the renmi ning underflow solids from
infiltration and prevent further mgration of contamnants. Solids that remained in
the pond are bel ow the cap, but above the water table

In 1988, the northwest pond, also a suspected groundwater contam nation source, was
cl osed and excavated. Discolored soils were renoved and deposited in the old

underfl ow solids ponds. The base of the pond was sealed with bentonite. The area
is currently permitted by the | daho Departnment of Environmental Quality to receive
Pl ant sanitary solid waste and is being operated as a |lined general waste landfill.

In 1988, a new Plant drinking water well (PW4) was installed upgradi ent of known



and suspected source areas to prevent degradation of the potable water supply. A
new i ndependent potable water distribution systemwas installed with the new wel |,
thus preventing cross-connection of potable and raw process water at the Plant.

Bet ween 1985 and 1989, several wells were installed around the hydroclarifier and
used as recovery wells to intercept contam nated groundwater. The groundwater was
punped into the new hydroclarifier. Three wells were punped intermttently at a
rate of approximately 12 gallons per mnute (gpn) per well from 1985 to 1989. The
Pl ant stopped punping these wells in the spring of 1989 based on potential listing
of the Plant for the NPL and has not resuned since then

Since 1990, fugitive em ssions fromthe baghouse dust disposal pile have been
reduced through i nproved handl i ng procedures and placing crushed slag on the surface
of unused portions of the pile. Additional projects have significantly reduced
fugitive air em ssions fromthe conveyance of slag fromthe furnace

During 1992, em ssion controls were inplenented in the nodul e reclaimarea. These
controls included a stationary stacking tube and dust collectors at nateria
transfer points to reduce fugitive dust enissions.

In 1993, Plant sewage evaporation ponds were taken out of service and the Plant was
connected to the Gty wastewater collection system The ponds were closed in 1995

In 1995, pilot-scale denonstration projects were initiated to evaluate the
effectiveness of several types of dust suppressants for on-Plant stockpiles. The
nost successful was application of a concrete/synthetc slurry mixture, which dries
to a crusty surface, effectively preventing fugitive em ssions frompiles on which
it is applied. As of this tinme (Spring 1997), Mnsanto reports that the Plant has
continued to use this nmethod to control em ssions frompiles which are not being
actively used. Piles which are still being used are not currently covered, although
efforts are made to mnimze fugitives. Mnsanto maintains that it is taking al
feasi bl e neasues to mnimze fugitive em ssions fromthe Plant.

Regul atory Status

A review of the Plant's regul atory status as of August, 1996, shows that the Plant is in
conpliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Oean Air Act (CAA), the
Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA), and the National Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System
(NPDES). In addition, the Monsanto Pl ant has received awards fromthe COccupati onal Safety and
Heal th Admi nistration (OSHA) because of its inplenmentation of worker safety progranms, conpliance
with CSHA regul ati ons, and worker safety record

Monsant o has conplied with the requirenents of the RI/FS ACC
3. H GHLI GHTS OF COWMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

At the Monsanto Site, EPA has net all requirements of CERCLA Section 117 and the NCP for public
participation at NPL sites. Nomination of the Site to the NPL foll owed extended public coment.
Subsequent to listing the Site on the NPL, EPA conducted community interviews to identify
community concerns and devel oped a Community Relations Plan to guide future public invol venent
inthe RI/FS. The Site Community Relations Plan was published in 1990, and will be updated
after ROD signature and before the start of remedial design

An Information Repository was established and has been namintai ned at the Soda Springs Public



Library. An Administrative Record and Site File, which are available for review at the
Information Repository in Soda Springs and the EPA Regional Ofice in Seattle, were established
and have been nmintai ned since the beginning of this project.

Nurer ous fact sheets were produced during the RI/FS to keep nenbers of the community inforned
and to solicit their input on the project. The following are the dates for the nore significant
fact sheets and the topics they addressed

Dec. 1991 Introduction to the Superfund Process;
May 8, 1992 Monsant o to Conduct Additional Testing This Spring and Summer;
Mar 15, 1994 Investigation Nearly Conpl ete; Ri sk assessnent being prepared

July 27, 1994  Congressional Update - Superfund Studi es Underway;

June 29, 1994 Post card/ advertisenent for July 13, 1994, Open House describing the
progress of the Renedial Investigation

Cct. 3, 1994 EPA Responds to Comunity Questions; Ri sk Assessnent Report
Del ayed for Mre Wrk

Jan 27, 1995 Ri sk Assessment Results

June 2, 1995 oj ectives for dean Up/ Recap of Renedial Investigation and Ri sk
Assessment \Wor k

July 29, 1996 Proposed Plan and Invitation to comrent on the Plan

In addition, several public neetings were held to informcommunity nenbers and solicit their
input on the project. EPA wth help fromthe Idaho Division of Environnental Quality (DEQ of
the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare (IDHW, planned and publicized these neetings.
Monsant o al so participated by presenting the results of their studies and answering questions

1 One such neeting was held on July 13, 1994, at which the results of the Rl and
the plans for upcom ng risk assessnment and FS work were presented

Anot her such neeting was held June 20, 1995, at which the results of the risk
assessnent and prelimnary FS efforts were presented.

Approxi mat el y 25-30 peopl e (including Monsanto Chenm cal Conpany and gover nment representatives)
attended each neeting. Before each neeting the Agencies discussed the neeting agendas with the
Mayor of Soda Springs and Monsanto representatives, and after each neeting the Agencies revi ewed
the results of the nmeetings with the Mayor to ensure that community concerns were clearly
under st ood.

In accordance with CERCLA requirenents, once the RI/FS was conpl ete EPA issued a Proposed Pl an
for a 30-day public comment period. The Proposed Plan (Plan) provided i nfornation on the
alternatives considered and identified the preferred renedial alternative. The start of the
comrent period was announced in a Public Notice placed in the Caribou County Sun, in a fact
sheet, and in the Plan, which was sent to the entire nailing list naintained by EPA for the Site
on July 29, 1996. Both the Caribou County Sun and the |Idaho Statesnman published articles

descri bing the Plan and announcing the public comment period. Oaners of property adjacent to
the Monsanto Plant were sent the Plan with a cover letter which pointed out that they or their
property could be affected by the Plan, and were urged to review the Plan and to provide
comment s.

On August 13, 1996, EPA held a Public Meeting to describe the Plan and take formal public
comrents. The neeting was transcribed by a court reporter and all conments received are
addressed i n the Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD.

On August 21, 1996, EPA received a request for a 30-day extension to the public comment period
fromthe Mayor of Soda Springs, in order to give the Mayor, local officials and residents nore



tine to reviewthe Plan and provide coments. |n response, EPA extended the comment period by
30 days, until Septenber 30, 1996. Al coments received at the public neeting and through the
mai | during the 60-day public coment period were considered in naking this decision and have
been summari zed and addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

4. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON WTHI N SI TE STRATEGY
The sel ected renedial actions are intended to be the final renedy for this Site

The remaining threats to hunan health and the environnent posed by the Site are frompotentia
human exposure to groundwater contam nation and contam nated soils. The previously uncontrolled
sources of contam nation and fugitive air em ssions which led to |listing have been addressed by
various renedial, conpliance, and worker health and safety neasures inplenented since |isting
The sel ected renmedy addresses the residual contamination in soils surrounding the Plant and the
under | yi ng groundwat er

The Monsanto Plant is an operating facility. Except as stated expressly in CERCLA, in the NCP
or inthis ROD, this ROD is not designed the address the Plant's ongoi ng operati ons or preclude
or in any way affect the need for Mnsanto's ongoi ng operations to conply with other
environnental |aws or regulations. The selected renmedy assumes conti nued operati on of the Plant
by Monsanto in conpliance with all Federal and State environnmental requirenents as well as the
applicable closure requirenents in the event the Plant ceases operation

The Plant is subject to National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)

regul ation under the Cean Air Act and State Air permits to Construct and Operate pursuant to

| DAPA 16. 01. 1012 (Rul es and Regul ations for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. Under these
regul ations, Monsanto is required to control fugitive dust em ssions and is subject to
inspections. Conpliance with these requirenents provides adequate protection of public health
and the environnent. |f Mnsanto fails to remain in conpliance, such failure could lead to
unacceptabl e risks and the need to re-evaluate the protectiveness of this CERCLA response
action. This ROD requires No Further Action for air and source piles under the assunption that
exi sting controls, including dust suppression of the underflow solids and treater dust piles
will be maintained, and efforts will be nade to elimnate the piles in the future. |[If during
5-year reviews concentrations in soils surrounding the Plant are found to increase or dust

em ssions have exceeded permtted | evel s and pose significant risks to public health or the
environnent, additional action will be considered.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) lists solid wastes that are regul ated as
hazardous wastes in 40 C F.R 261.3. Solid wastes generated fromthe extraction, beneficiation
and certain processing of ores are excluded fromthis listing (40 CF.R 261.4). Mnsanto has
eval uated process waste streans and activities throughout the plant for hazardous waste
characterization. Appropriate neasures have been taken to conply wi th RCRA requirenents
regardi ng non-exenpt waste streans that were characterized as hazardous. A RCRA permt for the
Plant is not required based on current law. The Plant operates as a snall quantity generator of
hazardous wastes (40 C F.R 262.34) for generation of itens such as spent safety-clean solvents
fluorescent |ight bulbs, aerosol cans, and nicad batteries.

Former off-Site uses of slag were not evaluated in this RI/FS. Such uses and associ ated
potential risks are being addressed under Admi nistrative Orders on Consent issued by EPA, nost
recently in 1996, pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA, to Monsanto and the FMC Corporation (a
producer of similar slag).

Renmedi al alternatives were not devel oped for alternative future industrial scenarios within the
Pl ant and no renmedy has been sel ected based on such scenarios because the Plant is expected to



operate for the foreseeable future. Mnsanto has just increased production and has indicated it
has the reserves to profitably operate the Plant for over 30 nore years.

5. SUMMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Bet ween March 1991 and Novenber 1995, a Renedi al Investigation was performed to determine the
nature and extent of contamination at the Site. Soil, sedinent, surface water, and groundwater
sanpl es were collected, and air em ssions were eval uated through nodeling. Air, surface water
soils surrounding the Plant, source piles, and groundwater were identified as nedia of potentia
concern at the Site. Details of the investigations and the nature and extent of contam nation
present at the Site are provided in the R report.

Ri sk-Based Concentrations (RBCs) were initially devel oped for screening purposes based on a
conservative target carcinogenic risk of 1E-07, and a target hazard quotient (HQ of 0.1 for al
nmedi a, using toxicity values and EPA default exposure assunptions for a residential scenario.
Simlarly, RBCs were devel oped for on-Plant source materials using industrial scenario default
paraneters. RBCs for radionuclides were calculated using the residential and industria
exposure default paraneters from R sk Assessnent Quidance, Part B (U S. EPA 1991), as nodified
in August, 1992, by EPA Region 10.

In summary, after screening using conservative human health and ecol ogi cal screening val ues, the
contam nants of potential concern in soils and on-Pl ant source piles include radi onuclides
(radi um 226, |ead-210, and uranium 238) and chemicals (arsenic, beryllium seleniumand zinc).
The groundwat er contam nants of potential concern include those substances detected at
concentrations above primary MCLs, i.e. cadmum fluoride, nitrate, and sel enium and manganese
which is present above a secondary MCL. After this initial screening for prelimnary

contam nants of concern, the risk assessnent (and the rest of this ROD) used RBCs equivalent to
carcinogenic risks of 1x10 -6 and/or a HQ of 1.0 to identify contam nants of concern. Mire
details foll ow.

Nat ure and Extent of Constituent Rel eases

The nature and extent of constituent rel eases at the Monsanto Plant are summari zed bel ow by the
environnental nedia characterized during Phase | and 11 Rl field activities. Figure 3 shows the
conceptual Site nodel developed in the RI.

Sources of Constituent Rel ease

Nurer ous nedia were evaluated in detail with respect to their potential to be sources of
environnental contam nation at the Monsanto Plant. Potential sources included

O e and coke stockpiles;

Nodul e st ockpil es;

Baghouse dust;

Calciumsilicate slag piles;

Coke and quartzite dust slurry pond;
Nodul e fines piles;

Non- contact cooling water effluent;
Treater dust stockpiles;
Under fl ow sol i ds pil es;

Unpaved haul roads; and

Process stacks air em ssions

Fugi tive dust emission is the principal mechani smof hazardous constituent rel ease to the



envi ronnent surroundi ng the Monsanto Plant for ore and coke stockpiles, nodul e stockpiles,
baghouse dust, the coke and quartzite dust slurry pond, nodule fines piles, treater dust

st ockpi |l es, underfl ow solids piles, and unpaved haul roads. Gaseous enission is the principal
rel ease nmechani smfor both the process stacks and during calciumsilicate slag pouring. Decay
of naturally-occurring radionuclides in the ore stockpiles, underflow solids piles, and the
calciumsilicate slag pile is also a potential rel ease nechani sm

Three primary groundwater contam nant plunes have been defi ned bel ow the Monsanto Plant. These
pl umes occur below the three nain sources of groundwater contamination found in the RI: the
Nort hwest Pond, the hydroclarifier, and the old underfl ow solids ponds. The Rl concluded that
Monsanto actions to elimnate these sources of constituent rel eases to groundwater and cap them
to reduce or elimnate infiltration have been successful in controlling all known rel eases and
have resulted in neasurable, declining concentrations of concern in groundwater. Wiile the
sources appear to have been adequately controlled, residual contam nants bound up in the pore
space of the vadose zone and aquifer appear to likely to continue to rel ease declining |evels of
contam nants for sonme period of tine. Modeling done to support the RI/FS predicted that all
contam nants shoul d achi eve background levels within 5 to 30 years, depending on the contam nant
and its rate of retardation in groundwater.

<I MG SRC 97049E>

Ar Qality

The Monsanto Plant has attained and continues to neet em ssion requirenents for sul phur dioxide
and fluoride, which are nonitored by Monsanto and reviewed by the state of |daho under the d ean
Air Act. Radionuclide emssions fromthe stacks are regul ated under the NESHAP and are in
conpliance with those standards, which are based on enissions achieved by the control technol ogy
at this Plant.

A detailed inventory of source em ssions was conducted to provide input for the Phase Il R air
di spersion nodeling assessnent. Air dispersion nodeling for the Phase Il R was used to

cal cul ate annual average anbient air concentrations and deposition rates for total suspended
particulate matter (TSP), inhalable particulates (PMLO), and trace contam nants in TSP,
including these contam nants of potential concern: arsenic, beryllium cadm um manganese,
silver, vanadium zinc, nolybdenum fluoride, |ead-210, polonium 210, radi um 226, thorium 230,
urani um 234, and urani um 238.

The prinmary sources of trace constituent em ssions were identified fromnodeling as the kiln
venturi scrubbers, wind erosion of the underflow solids (UFS) stockpile, slag handling
operations, nodule handling operations, taphole fume collectors, nodul e crushing and screening
scrubber, and kiln cooler spray tower.

The di spersion nodeling analysis indicates that air emssions fromthe Plant are generally
transported along a North North East-South South West axis in accordance with the prevailing
wi nd directions.

The prinmary sources that individually may contribute ?10%to the total annual average deposition
rates of trace contam nants are wind erosion of the UFS stockpile, stack em ssions fromthe
nodul e crushi ng/ screeni ng scrubber, wi nd erosion of the ore stockpile, wi nd erosion of the
treater dust stockpile, and wi nd erosion of the slag stockpile.

Surface-Water and Sedinment Quality. Soda Oreek is the only natural streamwhich is nearby and
potentially affected by the Site. The upper portions of Soda Creek do not support a fisheries
resource due to naturally-occurring carbon dioxide concentrations in the water. The |ower reach



of Soda Creek, just above its confluence with the A exander Reservoir, provides a nmarginal trout
fishery for local residents. Fish in the Al exander Reservoir and Bear River include rai nbow and
cutthroat trout whitefish, yellow perch, dace, and shiners.

Surface water from Soda Creek and the irrigation canal, sedinments in Soda Creek and the

Al exander reservoir, and Monsanto Plant effluent were sanpled and anal yzed. Statistica

anal yses were perforned on the water and sedinent data to deternine which downstream paraneters
are elevated with respect to upstreamconcentrations. Each el evated constituent was subjected
to a prelimnary risk-based screening to determ ne which are considered contam nants of
potential concern

Surface Water. Except for nitrate, none of the elevated contanminants found i n Soda Creek
downstream of the effluent discharge exceeded prelimnary human health or ecol ogi cal risk-based
screening criteria. N trate exceeded the risk-based screening value, one-tenth of the hazard
quotient, based on ingestion of surface water by infants. This is considered an unlikely
exposure scenario for Soda Creek due to the high sodic content. 1In addition, the nitrate
concentration is | ess than the Maxi num Contam nant Level (MCL). Therefore nitrate was
elimnated fromfurther consideration and no contam nants of potential concern were identified
for surface water.

Sedi nents. Sedinments collected from Soda O eek downstreamof the effluent outfall in the R
were found to contain elevated | evels of arsenic, cadm um copper, nickel, selenium silver
vanadi um and pol onium210. As a result, the Ecological risk assessnent initially concluded
that action mght be warranted, and a deci sion was nade to do an additional sedinent
investigation, including toxicity testing. Subsequently, additional sanples were collected and
toxicity testing was conducted on sedinments collected upstream and downstream of the effl uent
outfall using benthic invertebrates. The control sanples collected upstreamof the effluent
outfall possessed an inherent toxicity relative to the laboratory controls, apparently due to
the naturally occurring sodic content. Sedinment sanples collected downstream of the effluent
outfall showed a greater toxicity than upstreamcontrols. Utinately, no correlation was ever
establ i shed between el evated Site-related contam nants and toxicity.

Soil Quality

Surface and subsurface soil sanples were collected fromfields surrounding the Monsanto Pl ant.
Regi onal control sanples were collected fromsoils simlar to those that surround the Plant in
areas thought to be unaffected by Monsanto Plant em ssions. For risk assessnent purposes, EPA
used results fromthe O0-to-1 inch depth interval as the nost |ikely zone of hunan exposure.
Cont ami nants el evat ed above background for the 0-to-1 inch depth interval were al um num
arsenic, beryllium cadm um chrom um nanganese, silver, vanadium zinc, |ead-210, polonium 210
radi um 226, thorium 230, and uranium238. The elevated soil contaninants that exceeded
risk-screening criteria for residential use and were thus considered contam nants of potentia
concern were arsenic, beryllium cadm um vanadi um| ead-210, poloni um 210, radi um 226

thorium 230, urani um238. No soil constituents exceeded ecol ogi cal screening |levels. Tables
showi ng these results in detail are included in Appendi x A

Many of the contami nants of potential concern were clustered outside the northern and southern
boundaries of the Plant. The general distribution of contam nants of potential concern in the

soils surrounding the Plant is shown in Figures 4 and 5

<I MG SRC 97049F>
<I MG SRC 97049G>

G oundwater Quality



G oundwater from60 well locations and 18 spring locations at and in the vicinity of the
Monsanto Pl ant were sanpl ed and chemically anal yzed by Monsanto fromthe md 1980's to the
present. Control data were obtained fromwells and springs upgradi ent of any known sources of
constituent releases fromthe Monsanto Plant, and were separated according to groundwater type
(fresh or sodic). Upper tolerance limts (UTLs) based on human consunption were established for
the control data for each constituent in each groundwater type.

The nmaxi mum concentration of each constituent by groundwater region and groundwater type was
conpared to the corresponding UTL for that constituent (see Appendix A). Contaminants with
maxi mum concentrations exceedi ng the UTL for each groundwater region and groundwater type were
consi dered el evated contam nants. O those, calcium nagnesium potassium and sodiumare
essential nutrients, and bicarbonate is a nontoxic substance, therefore these contam nants were
elimnated fromfurther consideration in the RI. Berylliumand chrom umwere detected
sporadically, and were elimnated fromfurther consideration.

The remai ning el evated contam nants were reviewed by prelimnary risk-based screening. In this
screeni ng, the maxi mum concentrations of each el evated constituent (by groundwater regi on and
type) were conpared to background, MCLs, and human heal th ri sk-based concentrations using
standard default values. Elevated contam nants w th naxi mum concentrations exceeding the
screeni ng values in fresh groundwater were: anmonia nitrogen, arsenic, cadmum chloride,
fluoride, iron, manganese, nol ybdenum nickel, nitrate, selenium sulfate, vanadium and zinc.
El evat ed contam nants wi th nmaxi mum concentrati ons exceedi ng screening values in sodic
groundwater are the followi ng subset of the fresh groundwater group: ammonia, nitrogen,
arsenic, chloride, nolybdenum nickel and vanadi um

Chloride, iron, and sulfate failed prelimnary risk-based screening solely due to exceedances of
their respective secondary MCLs (e.g. odor, color). Since secondary MCLs are aesthetic-based
rather than health-based criteria, these contam nants do not represent potential risks to human
health and were elimnated fromfurther consideration as contam nants of potential concern.
Manganese al so exceeded the secondary MCL. However, it was retained as contam nant of concern
because of exceedences of risk-based concentrations (0.18 ng/l equated to an H of 1 in the
Monsant o and Kerr-MGee assessnents) beneath the Plant, not the secondary MCL.

Of-Plant migration of contam nants has only been detected in the UBZ-2 groundwater region.
Therefore, contam nants of potential concern for groundwater were identified as those el evated
contaminants in the freshwater portion of UBZ-2 region that exceeded risk-based screening
criteria, plus all Site-related contam nants which exceeded MCLs. These contam nants were

cadm um fluoride, nmanganese, nol ybdenum nickel, nitrate-nitrogen and sel enium Tabl es showi ng
these results in detail are included in Appendix A

Biota-Quality

As previously discussed, toxicity testing has been conducted on sel ected Soda C eek sedi nent
sanples. No effects on biota were identified that could be associated with the el evat ed
concentrations of cadmumfound in the sedinents. No exceedances of water quality criteria for
protection of aquatic organisns were identified.

<I MG SRC 97049H>

Popul ati on and Environnental Areas that Coul d Be Affected

The Gty of Soda Springs is |ocated approximately one mle south of the Monsanto Plant and has a

popul ation of about 3,000. The Monsanto Pl ant enpl oys about 400 people (who live in or near the
Cty) and the adjacent Kerr-MGCee Plant enpl oys about 80 people.



According to the FS, properties adjacent to the Minsanto facility are owned by el even different
owners of record. To the East is Kerr-MCee and its 40 workers. To the southeast is the Gty
of Soda Springs industrial park with nore industrial properties and workers. Mnsanto owns nost
of the property due south of the plant but does not currently nake active use of it. Thereis
one hone about 0.2 mles south of the Plant. The property to the west is zoned agricul tura
(which allows for residential use) and is typically used for horse grazing. The nearest hone to
the west is the property owner's dwelling, approxinately one half-mle away. The land to the
north includes several parcels owned by different owners. The land is zoned agricultural and is
currently in agricultural set-aside or being farmed, except one parcel which Mnsanto owns.

Monsant o enpl oyee drinking water is supplied by production well PW4 on the northern boundary of
the Plant, which is upgradi ent of any potential Site-related sources of constituent rel eases.
Kerr-MCee Plant drinking water is supplied by the Cty. Mst local residents are on Gty
water; no one is known to be using downgradi ent wells for drinking purposes and the Gty
supplies are adequate for any anticipated popul ation increase. The Gty obtains its drinking
water from Formation Spring (located northeast of the Plant) and Ledger Spring (located to the
sout heast of the Plant). These springs are not threatened by the Site. There are no wells

| ocat ed down-gradi ent of the Monsanto Plant currently used for drinking water purposes

Soda COreek, which receives non-contact cooling water discharges fromthe Plant and which is
recharged by groundwater from beneath the Plant, is largely sodic near the Plant and
increasingly fresh as it nears A exander Reservoir. The Creek supports a limted range of
speci es, apparently due to its sodic nature.

The one area of special historical interest in the vicinity of the Monsanto Plant that could
potentially be affected by Site-related contam nation or renedial actions is Hooper Spring, a
soda-wat er spring downgradi ent fromthe Plant. G oundwater contam nation coul d conceivably
eventual |y reach Hooper Spring if concentrations do not attenuate as predicted

The Plant and surrounding region is covered by a sagebrush-grass vegetational zone. Significant
fish and wildlife habitats include the Bear River, Al exander Reservoir, and the Fornation Cave
vicinity (a property owned by the Nature Conservancy). Wterfow have been known to use the
non-contact cooling water ponds at the Plant throughout the year. The bald eagle was the only
endangered species identified near the Cty. According to the US Fish and Wldlife Service,
bal d eagles winter in the Bear R ver/Al exander Reservoir area. The hoary willowis listed as a
sensitive species. The willowis found along Ledger Creek. None of the above are known to be
affected by constituent releases fromthe Site

Cont ami nant Transport

Potentially significant constituent transport pathways for the Monsanto Plant, as defined by
exceedences of prelimnary risk-based screening results, are shown in Table 2



Table 2

POTENTI ALLY SI GNI FI CANT CONSTI TUENT TRANSPCORT AND EXPOSURE PATHWAYS [ DENTIFIED IN THE R FOR THE

MONSANTO PLANT

Air Transport

Surface Water
Transport

Direct Contact with
Soils and Source Piles

QG oundwat er
Transport

I nhal ati on of arsenic, beryllium cadmum fluoride, nanganese,
nol ybdenum silver, vanadium zinc, |ead-210, polonium 210,
radi um 226, thorium 230, uranium 234, and urani um 238 derived
fromfugitive dust fromsource piles and roads, and from stack
em ssions fromthe Mnsanto Plant.

The di scharge of contam nants in non-contact cooling water and
groundwater to Soda Creek represents a potential transport
pathway. No COCs were identified, however cadm umlevels are
el evated with respect to background.

I ngestion of arsenic, beryllium cadmum |ead-210, pol oni un 210,
radi um 226, thorium 230, and urani um 238 or external exposure to
the radionuclides in the source piles or the soils adjacent to the
Monsant o Pl ant.

There is no current pathway for groundwater ingestion. Drinking
water wells could be installed, although Gty water is avail able.
There is a potential for future discharge of contam nants of concern
(cadm um fluoride, nmanganese, nol ybdenum nickel, nitrate-

nitrogen, and sel eniunm frombeneath the Monsanto Plant to Soda

G eek.



6. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The data fromthe Rl were evaluated in both a baseline human health risk assessnent (HHRA) and
an ecol ogical risk assessnent (ERA). These assessments utilized conservative (i.e.
protective), yet reasonabl e exposure assunptions and scenarios to predict the |ikelihood of
human health and environmental inpacts resulting fromSite-related contam nation. R sk
estimates are given in nore detail in Tables 2-4, and Appendi x A, which includes Tabl es
identifying the concentrations of the contam nants of potential concern by nedia

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMVENTS
EPA' s Baseline Hunan Health Ri sk Assessnent (HHRA)

The baseline risk assessnent was prepared by EPA using information gathered by Monsanto for the
RI/FS. Risk assessnent data needs were identified in the initial planning for the Rl and were
refined as additional Site characterization was perforned. Al environnental sanples collected
and analyzed in the Rl were evaluated for the risk assessnent. Sufficient data were avail able
to performthe baseline risk assessnment, and data gaps identified were addressed before the

R/ FS was consi dered conpl ete

The scope of the assessnent included all potential chem cal hazards and carcinogenic risks to
human health attributable to uncontrolled rel eases of hazardous substances to the environnent at
or fromthe Plant in the absence of any renedial action. Actual and potential risks to human
health in residential and industrial settings were eval uated under current and future scenari os.

The risk assessnment was conplicated by several factors, including

1 The fact that this is an operating industrial facility, and is likely to
remai n as such

The presence of radionuclide as well as chem cal health hazards (radi onuclide
hazards have traditionally been neasured and evaluated differently than
chem cal hazards);

Rel atively high levels of background radi oactivity in the area

The conplexity of the hydrogeol ogy, reflecting the presence of fractured
basalt and multiple ground water sources; and

The proximty to the Kerr-MGCee facility, across the highway fromthe Monsanto
Site. Kerr-MCee is also a Superfund Site. Separate RI/FS s were prepared
for each Site; information fromboth Sites was considered in the selection of
r ermredy.

APPRCACH AND KEY ASSUMPTI ONS

The baseline human health ri sk assessnent was conducted using appropri ate EPA and Superfund

gui dance. Both current and future scenari os were devel oped to evaluate potentially significant
human health risks. Total hazards and risks were cal cul ated by anal yzi ng scenari os based on
mul tiple exposures within localized areas. Al environnental sanples collected and analyzed in
the Rl were evaluated for useability in the HHRA based on the scenari os sel ected

Equati ons to assess chemical intake and associated risks, along with appropriate default
paraneters, were derived from EPA gui dance docunents. These exposure paraneters yield



conservative (i.e. health-protective) risk estimates. Key assunptions made before conpleting
the risk assessnent include:

The Plant is an operating facility. Workplace exposures or risks that were
not attributable to uncontrolled releases to the environment (e.g., exposure
to high tenperatures, noise or controlled em ssions inside furnace buil di ngs)
wer e beyond the scope of the assessment. Such exposures are the purview of
the Cccupational Safety and Heal th Admi nistration (OSHA);

Chem cal concentrations in environnental mnedia and resulting exposures renain
constant over tine;

Resi dences could be built in the nost-contam nated areas adjacent to the
pl ant;

G ound water could be used in a future residential scenario for drinking and
househol d use

Potenti al exposure associated with disposal of slag at the facility was
eval uated. However, the use of slag in the community for roads, etc., is the
subj ect of a separate study and was beyond the scope of this R/FS; and

Except where Site-specific exposure informati on has been docunented, EPA
default paraneters are representative of the potentially exposed popul ati ons.

The HHRA fol | oned EPA gui dance and used a determnistic (i.e., point-estinmate) approach to
identify those contam nants present in environnental nedia (e.g., off-Plant soil and
groundwat er) and on-Pl ant source naterials that could potentially pose adverse health effects to
current and future on-Plant workers and of f-Pl ant residents.

The foll owi ng exposure scenari os were devel oped based on | ocal |and use and EPA Region 10 ri sk
assessnent gui dance (details of the exposure assunptions are provided in Appendix A):

1 Current Cccupational. Risks posed to individuals who currently work at the
Pl ant were eval uated using nodified exposure assunptions to account for |oca
climate information (severe winter weather linmts sonme exposure) and
ti nme-and-1ocation data provi ded by Monsanto (to better quantify exposure
durations at various locations within the plant). This evaluation focused on
exposure to on-Plant source materials via ingestion, external radiation (for
radi onuclides), and inhalation of Site-related emssions (i.e., fugitive dusts
and stack em ssions).

Future Cccupational. Risks were calculated for individuals who were assuned
to be exposed to on-Plant source naterials using EPA default industria
exposure assunptions. This approach assumed that unrestricted exposure to
on-Plant materials or groundwater could occur in the event that the Mnsanto
Pl ant cl osed and the Plant was abandoned.

Current Residential. R sks posed to individuals living beyond the Pl ant
boundary were eval uated using soil sanples nearest current residences
Exposures to soils surrounding the Plant via ingestion and external radiation
(for radionuclides) and inhalation of Site-related emissions (i.e., fugitive
dusts and stack em ssions) were included in this scenario. No groundwater
consunption was eval uated since groundwater is not currently used for drinking



pur poses.

Future Residential. The exposure assunptions for the hypothetical future
resident were simlar to those for the current resident, except that |oca
groundwat er was assuned to be used as a source of drinking water for residents
to the South. Note that future residential scenarios assume residentia
exposure to the highest concentrations in soils near the Plant, where no

resi dences currently exist.

Site-specific Exposure Assunptions Used for Wrkers: The current industria
scenari o eval uat ed exposure based on nodified exposure assunptions, including

Source-Specific Estimates: For risks to workers, exposure at each source of
contami nati on was eval uated separately. Reasonabl e naxi mum exposures were
eval uated by choosi ng source areas where relatively high concentrati ons occur
The areas al so were sel ected based on the conceptual nodel, Site-specific
exposure information provided by Monsanto, and COPC concentrations in the
source materials. Specific sources eval uated included the underflow solids,
nodul es, treater dusts, slag, baghouse dusts, as well as road dusts.

Exposure Durations: EPA assessed risk to workers using both default and
Site-specific exposure durations. Site-specific estinates were devel oped
based on Pl ant-specific worker tine-and-notion information provided by
Monsant o and were used because they best represented potential exposures,
which vary with proximty to different sources. The default assunption is 8
hours per day 250 days per year, while the revised estinmates ranged from1-6
hours per day for 160-250 days/year. The nodified assunptions used in the
final risk assessment are given in Table 1.

Toxicity Assessnent

Quantitative estimates of toxic response devel oped by EPA were used to evaluate potential cancer
and non-cancer toxicity of contam nants. GCenerally, cancer risks were calculated using toxicity
factors known as slope factors, while noncancer hazards were estimated using reference doses.
Toxi col ogi cal
Ri sk Information System (IRIS), or if no IRIS values were available, fromthe Health Effects
Assessnment Summary Tabl es and EPA Environmental Criteria and Assessnent O fice nmenoranda, as
noted in the R sk Assessnent.

uncertainty factors and critical effects were obtained fromthe EPA Integrated



Tabl e 1 -Exposure Assunptions for Current Industrial Scenario

Source Materi al Task Hour s/ Days/ Shi el di ng
Day Year Fact or
Baghouse Dusts Recl ai m Qper at or 1.5 250 0
Nodul es Bi n Qperat or 1.5 250 0
Sl ag Pot Carrier Qperator 4 250 .45
Road Dusts Water Truck Operator 6 160 .45
Treater Dusts Loader Qper at or 1 250 .45
Under fl ow Sol i ds Loader Qper at or 6 180 .45

Shi el ding: EPA used revised shielding factors based on data Monsanto coll ected from
the cabs of the vehicles used by workers. The 95th percentile dose reduction factor
was derived from Mnsanto's dosinmetry data for heavy vehicles. This value (0.55)
was subtracted from1l to yield a shielding factor of 0.45.



Ri sk Characterization

In summary, arsenic, beryllium cadm um and radionuclides (including |ead-210, radi um 226
thorium 230 and urani um 238) present in soils and source piles were identified in the HHRA as
contami nants of concern at the Site because they pose carcinogenic risks greater than 1 x10 -6
The potential for other, non-cancer health effects were eval uated, but none were found which
currently posed an HQ greater than 1 except nanganese, as expl ained bel ow. R sks associ ated
with ingestion of groundwater were evaluated for the future residential scenario. Future
residents or well-users living south of the Plant could be exposed to contam nants in
groundwat er that exceed primary MCLs; (i.e., cadmum fluoride, nitrate, and sel eniun), or

ri sk-based concentrati ons (manganese, potentially) if wells were installed and the groundwater
were used as a source of drinking water. Manganese currently exceeds risk-based concentrations
only beneath the Pl ant.

Car ci nogeni ¢ risks associated with external exposure to radium 226 were determned to be the
principal concern for both on-Plant source naterials and soils surrounding the Plant, for nost
scenari os. The exception was the current residential scenario, for which excess carcinogenic
risks fromnetals (1E-5) are higher than radionuclide risk (4E-6) because that scenario used
sanpl es nearest current residences. Mre contam nated sanples fromcloser to the Plant boundary
fence were not used in the current scenario, since no residences are currently located there, or
those risk estimates woul d have been higher. For the future residential risk scenario

estimates were done using sanple |ocations closer to the fence and therefore the estimated risks
are higher. |Ingestion of netals (arsenic, beryllium was also of concern in the future
residential scenarios. The results of the HHRA are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.



Table 2: Increnental Risk Over Background - Industrial Scenarios

CURRENT SCENARI O RI SK FUTURE SCENARI O RI SK
I ncrement over I ncrement over
Site a Background b Backgr ound Site a Background b Backgr ound
BAGHOUSE DUST AREA
Met al s 3E-5 1E-6 3E-5 TE-5 2E-6 7E-5
Radi onucl i des 6E- 4 3E-5 6E-4 1E-3 6E-5 1E-3
NODULES AREA
Met al s 1E-5 6E-7 1E-5 5E-5 2E-6 5E-5
Radi onucl i des 5E-4 2E-5 5E-4 2E-3 6E-5 2E-3
SLAG AREA
Met al s 5E-5 2E-6 5E-5 5E-5 2E-6 5E-5
Radi onucl i des 2E-3 6E-5 2E-3 2E-3 6E-5 2E-3
RADI O DUSTS AREA
Met al s 3E-5 1E-6 3E-5 5E-5 2E-6 5E-5
Radi onucl i des 8E-4 3E-5 8E- 4 2E-3 6E-5 2E-3
TREATER DUST AREA
Met al s 4E-5 2E-6 4E-5 4E-5 2E-6 4E-5
Radi onucl i des 1E-3 6E-5 1E-3 1E-3 6E-5 1E-3
UNDERFLOW SCLI DS AREA
Met al s 9E-5 2E-6 9E-5 1E-4 2E-6 1E-4
Radi onucl i des 1E-3 5E-5 1E-3 2E 3 6E-5 2E-3
a = includes ingestion, external, and inhalation

o
1]

i ncl udes ingestion and external



Table 3: Incremental Ri sk Over Background - Residential Scenarios

SCENARI O RI SK

Site a Background b I ncrenent over Background
I ngest, External I nhal ati on
CURRENT SOUTHERN
RESI DENTI AL LOCATI ON #I *
Met al s 6E- 05 2E- 05 3E-05 1E- 05
Radi onucl i des 2E- 03 3E-04 2E- 03 1E- 05
CURRENT SOUTHERN LOCATION I *
Met al s 4E- 05 2E- 05 1E- 05 1E- 05
Radi onucl i des 2E- 05 3E-04 BB 2E- 05
CURRENT WESTERN RESI DENCE*
Met al s 2E-05 2E-05 BB 3E-06
Radi onucl i des 9E- 06 3E- 04 BB 2E- 06
CURRENT NORTHERN RESI DENCE*
Met al s 1E- 05 2E-05 BB 3E-06
Radi onucl i des 6E- 06 3E- 04 BB 2E- 06
FUTURE SOQUTHERN LOCATI ON*
Met al s 5E- 05 2E-05 3E-05 9E- 05
Radi onucl i des 2E- 05 3E- 04 BB 2E- 05
FUTURE NORTHERN LOCATI ON | *
Met al s 1E- 04 2E-05 1E- 04 2E-05
Radi onucl i des 2E- 03 3E- 04 2E- 03 3E- 05
FUTURE NORTHERN LOCATION || *
Met al s 5E- 05 2E-05 2E-05 9E- 06
Radi onucl i des 4E- 04 3E- 04 1E-04 9E- 06
a = includes ingestion, external, and inhalation See Appendi x A for Map of Locations Used in HHRA
b = includes ingestion and external

BB = Risk fromQCQOCs in soil below soil background risk



Table 4
Summary of RME Residential Risks in Excess
of Background Ri sks

Resi dence I ngestion Ext er nal I nhal ati on
?<E-4 >E-4 ?<E-4 >SE-4 ?E-4 >SE-4
CURRENT SCOUTHERN |
Met al s As, Be As, Be, Cd
Radi onucl i des Pb- 210+D U 238+D Ra- 226+D Th-230
Ra- 226+D U 238+D
CURRENT SQUTHERN 1 |
Met al s As, Be As, Be, Cd
Radi onucl i des Th- 230
U 238+D
CURRENT WESTERN
Met al s cd
Radi onucl i des U 238+D
CURRENT NORTHERN
Met al s cd
Radi onucl i des U 238+D
FUTURE SOUTHERN
Met al s As, Be As, d
(F, Se) a
Radi onucl i des Th- 230
U 238+D
FUTURE NORTHERN |
Met al s As, Be As, d
Radi onucl i des Pb- 210+D U 238+D Ra- 226+D Pb- 210+D
Ra- 226+D Th-230
U 238+D
FUTURE NORTHERN | |
Met al s As, Be As, d
Radi onucl i des Pb- 210+D U 238+D Ra- 226+D Th- 230
U 238+D

a = Hazards fromingestion of ground water



Uncertainties

Uncertainties

Uncertainties

associ ated with the risk assessnent incl ude:

The use of conservative assunptions with regard to exposure paraneters in future
scenarios and for current scenarios where Site-specific data was not avail able

Sorre assunptions regarding future | and uses surrounding the Plant such as new
resi dences adjacent to the Plant, or drinking water wells in contam nated
groundwat er, are highly speculative (the Plant itself was assuned to renain
industrial);

The Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure scenarios only represent a snall subset of the
exi sting workforce. It was assumed that individuals working i ndoors are not exposed
to rel eases fromthe source areas under consideration

Because of the dynamic nature of the nunerous job tasks at the Monsanto Pl ant, sone
i ndi vidual s may be exposed to nore than one source area or nmay spend a | onger tine
at a particular source area, than what was assuned under the RME scenari 0s.
Therefore risks may be underestinated

The residential scenarios are default factors that assune that the individuals stay
at hone for 24 hours/day, 350 days/year, for 30 years. This is likely an
overestimati on of the anount of tine that people are actually at their residences;

Agricultural exposures were not evaluated in detail. It was assuned that an
increnental risk will occur fromworking in contam nated agricultural soils, but no
neasurenents or Site-specific estinmates were prepared. However, the individual is
not expected to receive risks greater than under the industrial scenario, and in any
event should be | ess than the conservative residential scenario

Rel ated to Radi onuclide Risks

There were several uncertainties related to radionuclide risk identified in the R sk Assessnent
and subsequent to it that have been considered in this remedy. These include the follow ng:

The cal cul ation of risk fromexternal exposure assuned that any gamma-enmtting
radionuclide in soil is uniformy distributed in that soil within a finite soi
depth and density, and dispersed in an infinite plane geonetry. The depositiona
pattern of radionuclides in soils outside the Plant boundary forns a steep
concentration gradient outward fromthe perineter. In addition, nost of the

radi onucl i des were deposited in a surficial layer (0 to 1 inch depth), resulting in
irregular vertical distributions. These non-uniformdistributions result in
uncertainties that tend to overestimate risks

In 1995, subsequent to conpletion of the HHRA, EPA revised the slope factors for

radi onuclides in HEAST. The revised factors increased the risk associated with

radi onucl i des by al nost 100% for the popul ation fromages 0-30 and by about 20% f or
the general population. Gven the revised slope factors, the risk assessnent |ikely
underestinmated the associated risks. However, EPA determned that the estimates in
the HHRA were representative and adequate for risk nanagerment deci si on-naki ng at
this Site.

In order to maintain conparability with other risk assessnents, for radi onuclide



ri sks EPA used the default slope factors for the general popul ation, which
conservatively address all popul ations. Consequently, the slope factors used in the
ri sk assessnent nay have overestinmated risks posed to adult workers.

Monsant o' s Stochastic R sk Assessnent

Subsequent to the rel ease of EPA's HHRA, Monsanto rel eased its own probabilistic, or stochastic
ri sk assessnment (SRA). The aimof this docunent was to refine the exposure assunptions,
toxicity values, and risks presented in EPA's HHRA. The SRA focussed solely on risks associ at ed
with external exposure to radium 226 and ingestion of arsenic. Due to nunmerous inconsistencies
bet ween the SRA and EPA gui dance (and CERCLA requirenents), the SRAwas of limted utility in
the risk-based deci si on-naki ng process

ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMVENTS
EPA' s Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

EPA' s Basel i ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (ERA) results were considered in the devel opnent of
remedi al action objectives (RAGs) in the FS. The baseline ERA indicated that the potential for
terrestrial ecological risks or effects to sensitive/threatened species appeared to be mi ninal
outside the Monsanto Pl ant boundaries; however, potential aquatic effects were noted. Neither
EPA nor the State of lIdaho had sedinment quality criteria for the el evated contam nants of
potential concern. For conparison purposes, surrogate values fromWsconsin and Ontario were
used to identify the follow ng contam nants of potential concern: arsenic, cadm um copper

ni ckel , and sel eni um

Subsequent to conpletion of the baseline ERA, Mnsanto exam ned the potential risks associated
with contam nants in Soda Creek. Wile elevated concentrations of several contam nants were
indicated and sone effects were identified, the contami nants were not statistically correl ated
with ecol ogical effects. The final ecol ogi cal assessnent concl uded that ecol ogical inpacts were
unlikely, and that ecol ogical risk-based target cleanup |evels (TCLs) should not be used to set
renedi ati on goal s.

NEED FOR ACTI ON

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Where the baseline risk assessnent indicates that cunmulative site human health risk using
reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure assunptions for either current or future | and use exceeds the 10 -4
lifetine excess cancer risk end of the risk range, or if MCLs or non-zero MCLGs are exceeded,
action under CERCLA is generally warranted at the site. Assunming no further action is taken to
reduce risk, risks at the Monsanto Site exceed 10 -4 for radi onuclides and background for netals
under the future residential and industrial scenarios. |In addition, contanmi nant concentrations
in groundwat er exceed MCLs beneath and to the south of the Plant. Action is therefore warranted
at this Site.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES
This section addresses the NCP requirements to establish renedial action objectives specifying

the contam nants and nedia of concern, potential exposure pathways, and final renediati on goals
when the renedy is sel ected.



Background on Renedial Action Objectives

The NCP requires that renedi ati on goal s establish acceptabl e exposure |evels that are protective
of human health and the environment, taking into consideration ARARs, if available. For known
or system c carcinogens, the NCP says that "acceptabl e exposure |levels are generally
concentration |l evels that represent an excess upper bound lifetine cancer risk to an individua
of between 10 -4 and 10 -6 using information on the rel ati onship between dose and response. The
10 -6 risk level shall be used as the point of departure when ARARs are not available or are not
sufficiently protective because of the presence of multiple contamnants at the site or multiple
pat hways of exposure."

OSWER Directive 9355.0-30, dated 4/22/91, further clarifies the role of the baseline risk
assessnent in Superfund risk nmanagenent decisions as foll ows:

"EPA uses the general 10 -4 to 10 -6 risk range as a "target range", w thin which the Agency
strives to nmanage risks as part of a Superfund cl eanup. Once a decision has been nade to take
an action, the Agency has expressed a preference for cleanups achieving the nore protective end
of the range (i.e.,), although waste managenent strategi es achieving reductions in site risks
anywhere within the risk range may be deenmed acceptabl e by the EPA ri sk nmanager. Furthernore,

t he upper boundary of the risk range is not a discrete line at 1 x 10 -4, although EPA generally
uses 1 x 10 -4 in making risk nmanagenent decisions. A specific risk estinmate around 10 -4 nay
be consi dered acceptable if justified based on site-specific conditions, including any renaining
uncertainties on the nature and extent of contami nation and associated risks. Therefore, in
certain cases EPA may consider risk estimates slightly greater than 1 x 10 -4 to be protective
When an ARAR for a specific chemcal (or in some cases a group of chemicals) defines an
acceptabl e |1 evel of exposure, conpliance with the ARAR will generally be considered protective
even if it is outside the risk range (unless there are extenuating circunstances such as
exposure to rmultiple contam nants or pathways of exposure). Conversely, in certain situations
EPA nmay determne that risks less than 1 x 10 -4 are not sufficiently protective and warrant
remedi al action.

Where current conditions have not resulted in a rel ease posing risks that warrant action but
there is a significant possibility that a release will occur that is likely to result in an
unacceptabl e risk, renedial action nay also be taken. The significance of the potential future
rel ease may be evaluated in part based on the quantities of material at the site and the
environnental setting."

Prelimnary Renediation Coals and FS Target O eanup Levels

After EPA determned that action is necessary at this Site under CERCLA, renedial action

obj ectives, including prelimnary renedi ati on goals (PRG), were established for three
environnental nedia: groundwater, soils surrounding the Plant, and on-Plant source materials
(as past and potential future sources of releases to surrounding soils).

A range of prelimnary renediation goals and target cleanup | evels (TCLs) was devel oped in the
FS. Monsanto eval uated renedial alternatives for the Site with respect to target cleanup |levels
based on a 1 x 10 -6 hurman health risk, a 1 x 10 -4 hurman health risk, a 5 x 10 -4 hunman health
risk, the UraniumM 11| Tailings Radiation Control Act (UMIRCA) regul ations, and on potentia

ecol ogi cal risks only.

TCLs for radionuclides were derived by conparing the prelimnary renediation goals to the upper
tolerance limt of background concentration (based on the 95th percentile of the distribution of
all background data) for a particular constituent, and using the greater of the two values. For
exanmpl e, the "TCL -4" for radi um 226 was determ ned by conparing the PRG associated with a 1 x



10 -4 excess cancer risk (2.5 picocuries per gramof soil [pC/g]) to the upper tolerance limt
background concentration (3.3 pG/g). Because the upper tolerance |limt was greater than the
PRG the upper tolerance limt was assigned as the TCL. Because the HHRA identified risks due
to radi um 226 exposure in soils surrounding the Plant as contributing the vast najority of tota
ri sk, and background radi onuclide concentrations pose potential risks of about 10 -4 even in the
absence of Site related contamination, the FS focused on that TCL as the basis for eval uating
the alternatives.

Since EPA has cited the UMIRCA regul ati ons as the principal radiation-specific federa
requirenents at other NPL sites, those regul ations were given consideration. However, they are
not ARARs because they are intended for the clean up of uraniumand thoriummll tailing sites,
and appropriate for industrial |land uses, not mxed agricultural and residential use.

Before it was determined that no final renedial action objectives are necessary for protection
of the environnent, ecol ogical PRG were devel oped for use in evaluating FS alternatives for
off-Plant soils. The PRGs were devel oped for protection of plants and nice.

Final renediation goals in this ROD were selected after reviewing the nine criteria anal yses for
all alternatives.

Renmedi al Action bjectives for G oundwater

The Contam nants of Concern (COCs) in groundwater are fluoride, cadmum selenium and nitrate
all of which exceed prinmary MCLs, and nmanganese, whi ch exceeds ri sk-based concentrations (HQ >
1). No one is currently drinking the affected groundwater. The exposure pat hway of concern for
human health is potential consunpti on of contani nated groundwater beneath or south of the Plant.
The groundwater RACs for the selected renedy are:

Prevent hunman ingestion of, inhalation of, or direct contact with ground water at |evels
exceeding MCLs for F, Cd, Se, and NO- 3, or risk-based concentrations for nanganese.

The ultinmate goal of the renmedy is to ensure that groundwater contam nation sources have been
elimnated and that natural attenuation will eventually restore the groundwater aquifers
affected by past releases fromthe Site

Remedi al Action bjectives for Contami nated Soils Qutside the Plant Boundaries

The COCs in soils outside the Plant boundaries are radionuclides and netals (arsenic and
berylliun). The exposure pathways of concern for humans include external exposure to

radi onucl i des, ingestion of radionuclides and netals, and inhal ation of radionuclides and netal s
at levels that exceed background and pose an unacceptable cunul ative estinmated risk. The fina
RAGCs and renedi ation goals for this nedia are

For Human Heal th

Prevent external exposure to radionuclides in soils at |evels that pose cunul ative estinated
ri sks above 3 x 10 -4. Such risks correspond to a radiation effective dose equival ent of
approxi mately 15 nrenfyear for the radionuclides of concern at this Site

Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soils containing radionuclides at |evels that pose cunul ative
estimated excess risks above 3 x 10 -4, or netals (arsenic, beryllium at |evels that pose

curmul ati ve estinated excess carcinogenic risks that exceed 1 x 10 -5, a non-cancer risk HQ of 1
or Site-specific background | evels where that is not practicable.



Rationale for Soil Renediation Coals

ARARs are not available for radionuclides in residential soils, therefore acceptabl e exposure

| evel s were devel oped. The selected renedy for this Site includes soil cleanup of radionuclides
to concentrations which pose a risk of 3x10 -4 or |ess above background, assum ng residentia

I and use, using EPA's slope factors and ri sk assessnment nethodology. At this Site, the 3x10 -4
ri sk goal corresponds to a radi um 226 concentration in soils of 3.7pC /g and a radiation
effective dose equival ent of approximately 15 nreniyear for the radi onuclides of concern

This goal corresponds to the upper end of the range for cancer risks considered protective at
nost CERCLA sites. EPA nay consider risk estimates slightly greater than 1x10 -4 to be
protective based on site-specific conditions, including any renaining uncertainties on the
nature and extent of contami nation and associated risks. For this Site, these conditions
include the naturally-occurring background concentrations of the radi onuclides of concern, which
exceed 1X10 -4 risk and thus nake | esser concentrati ons unattai nable, the lack of a uniform
distribution of contamnants in soils, current |and use, and associated uncertainties

The 3x10 -4 risk goal for radionuclides is also consistent with |levels considered protective in
ot her governmental actions including regul ations and gui dance devel oped by EPA in ot her

radi ation control prograns including: (1) EPA s Environmental Radiation Protection Standards
for Managenent and Di sposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel, H gh-Level and transurani ¢ Radi oactive Wastes
(40 C.F.R 191) which sets a dose limt of 15 nreniyear (equivalent to a risk of 3x10 -4 over 30
years) and (2) EPA's National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 C F.R 61)

whi ch sets a standard for radionuclide em ssions fromoperating el enental phosphorus production
facilities such as this one equivalent to a risk of approxi mately 3x10 -4.

To further reduce cumul ati ve excess risk in areas where radi onucli des exceed cl eanup goals, the
selected renedy will also address nmetal s whi ch exceed background and pose an excess carci nogenic
ri sk above 1x10 -5 (arsenic, berylliun), or a non-cancer risk with an HQ of 1 or nore (none
identified). This renediation goal was established after first considering the 10 -6 point of
departure. However, since |ocal background for some of these netals poses > 10 -6 risk, the 10
-5 level is the nost protective risk | evel which is neasurabl e and above background.

RAO for Sources of Soil Contam nation (Solid Waste Piles)

Solid waste piles on-Plant have in the past been sources of contamnant migration to off-Pl ant
soils. If workers were frequently exposed to uncontrolled em ssions fromsuch piles, risks
woul d be unacceptable. Prelimnary RAGs were devel oped for source piles for use in the FS
However, under current conditions, mgration to off-Plant soils has been significantly reduced
and effective worker protection prograns are in place, so RAGs are not necessary for source
piles as long as these controls remain in place and of f-Plant soil concentrati ons do not

i ncrease.

Future On-Pl ant

Despite potential risks in excess of the risk range (>10 -3), cleanup alternatives were not
devel oped for alternative future industrial scenarios within the Plant because Monsanto is
considered highly likely to continue to operate the Plant for the foreseeable future. Monsanto
has just increased production and maintains it has the reserves to profitably operate the Pl ant
for over 30 nore years

OSHA- EPA Juri sdiction and Wrker R sk |ssues

As part of the HHRA, EPA evaluated risks to workers within the operating portion of the Plant



from exposure to uncontrolled rel eases of hazardous substances. This is necessary at all CERCLA
sites to identify risks which nmay require renmedi ation and to hel p guide the study of feasible
alternatives to address such risks. Since EPA and OSHA have conpl enentary jurisdiction at
operating facility sites, EPA determ ned that OSHA should be consulted and inforned if potentia
risks to workers were identified, and as appropriate, OSHA standards should be part of the FS
and ri sk managenent decision-naking at the Site. At the conclusion of the HHRA and FS, OSHA was
inforned that the RI/FS identified no uncontrolled rel eases which pose unacceptable threats to
workers health or safety under current conditions.

7. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

In the FS, eight basic renedial alternatives were devel oped and then eval uated according to a
range of target risk levels that were considered in the decision process. The renedia
alternatives were devel oped, eval uated and conpared on the basis of effectiveness,
inplenentability, and cost for their ability to achieve the RAGs at multiple cleanup |evels.
This resulted in 44 alternatives being described and conpared in the FS. Those renedi a
alternatives that were no nore effective at achieving the RAGs but cost significantly nore were
elimnated. Five alternatives were retained for consideration for the final remedy. Table 5
presents a sumary of these alternatives.

The fol |l owi ng di scussion addresses each alternative in terns of its treatnent,

cont ai nnent/ st orage and groundwat er conponent and provides an estimation of the inplenentation
tine frame and cost. A discussion of applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs), risk based levels, or requirements "to be considered" (TBCs) also is provided

A common el enent for each of the alternatives discussed is the inclusion of five-year reviews.

In order to facilitate the evaluation of alternatives, the FS discussion focussed on a
prelimnary renediati on goal based on TCL -4, after which additional informati on was provi ded on
how di fferent cleanup goals might affect the renedy in terns of protectiveness, inplenentability
and/or cost. The final renediation goal selected, the rationale for it, and the esti mated cost
of the selected remedy are discussed in Section 9, the "Description of the Sel ected Renedy".

Not e on Devel opment of G oundwater Al ternatives

Wi |l e the exceedence of MCLs is sufficient reason to consider renedial action for groundwater
based on the success of past renedial actions, the characteristics of the groundwater, nodeling
whi ch showed that groundwater is expected to recover and achi eve MCLs at the southern Pl ant
boundary in 5-30 years, and know edge of the expected cost effectiveness of groundwater
treatnment at |ow concentrations, Mnsanto proposed and EPA agreed to evaluate only a linited
range of groundwater alternatives, none of which included treatnent.

As part of the RI, Monsanto and its contractors perforned groundwater fate and transport

nodel ing and submitted a report to EPA in 1993. Based on the nodeling, w thout further action
concentrations of constituents in groundwater at the southern Plant boundary will be restored to
background levels within 5 to 30 years, depending on the constituent and its retardation in

gr oundwat er .

G oundwat er nmonitoring data over several years has shown that concentrations of contam nants of
concern are generally decreasing, and that current plant operations essentially capture the

pl ume (punpi ng of production wells for non-contact cooling water creates a cone of depression
which is retarding the spread of contanminants and al so punps contami nation out. That
groundwat er is discharged through the NPDES-permtted discharge to Soda O eek; the NPDES permt
only addresses pH and tenperature. The discharged water was found to contain Site-rel ated



constituents at levels below action levels.) To ensure protectiveness the groundwater
nonitoring alternatives include nonitoring of or bel ow the discharge outfall.

ALTERNATI VE 1: NO FURTHER ACTI ON

No renedial action would be taken under this alternative. |t has been included to provide a
basis for conparison of the other alternatives.

Tr eat nent Conponent s

Alternative 1 does not entail any further treatnent for on-Plant source nmaterials or off-Plant
soi | s.

Cont ai nnent/ St or age Conponent s

No further action will be conducted to address on-Plant source materials or soils surrounding
the Pl ant.

G oundwat er

G oundwat er predictions indicated that past renedial actions, ongoi ng groundwater punping, and
natural attenuation processes will eventually result in concentrations decreasing to background
| evel s throughout the aquifer. Fate and transport nodeling conducted during the R concl uded
that groundwater at the southern Plant boundary (1996 fence line) will be restored to background
level s by natural processes within 5 to 30 years.

General Conponents

No further action will be taken to address on-Plant sources, off-Plant soil, or groundwater.
There are no treatability studies, inplenentation requirements, or institutional controls
associated with this alternative. As no groundwater nonitoring would be included, there are
uncertainties associated with eval uati ng whet her groundwater concentrati ons are decreasi ng over
tine. Furthernore, there is no nechanismto prevent the ingestion of groundwater with

contami nants including MCLs or risk based criteria.

There are no costs associated with inplenenting this alternative.

ARARS

Alternative 1 includes No Action and has no ARARs.

ALTERNATI VE 2. GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG

Under Alternative 2, no renedial action would be inplenented for on-Plant materials and soils
surrounding the Plant. However, a groundwater nonitoring programwoul d be inpl enented and
continued until groundwater achieves MCLs, which is projected to take from5-30 years. A thirty
year nonitoring programis assuned for cost estination purposes.

Tr eat nent Conponent s

Sane as Alternative 1.

Cont ai nnent/ St or age Conponent s



Sane as Alternative 1.
G oundwat er

In addition to the natural attenuation descried under Alternative 1, this alternative al so
includes a 30-year groundwater nonitoring programand nonitoring of the Plant discharge outfal
to evaluate the trend for contam nant concentrations. Five-year Site review would be conducted
until groundwater achi eves MCLs and ri sk-based concentrations at the Point(s) of Conpliance.

The program may be di sconti nued or extended based on concentration trends. It is assumed that
the RI/FS nmonitoring program of sem annual sanpling of approxinmately 60 nonitoring wells and
springs will be reduced after the ROD to about 25-30 wells and springs, including wells in both
the UBZ and LBZ zones and the Plant discharge outfall. G oundwater nodeling done for the RI/FS
indicates that the concentrations of contam nants of concern in groundwater at the Mnsanto

Pl ant's sout hern boundary should return to background levels in 5 to 30 years

The analytes in groundwater w |l include cadm um fluoride, nanganese, nitrate, and sel enium
General Conponents

No further action would be taken to address on-Plant sources, soils surrounding the Plant, or
groundwater. No reduction in risk is associated with this alternative. The groundwater

noni toring programwoul d be conducted for 30 years.

Costs are sunmarized as foll ows:

Capi tal Cost $ 0
Annual Qperations and Maintenance (O & M Cost $ 79,300
Present Wrth $1, 010, 000
ARARS

There are no ARARs which pertain to inplenentation of this alternative, which is intended to
supply the informati on necessary to determ ne when groundwater achi eves ARARs (i.e., MILs). It
would not in itself satisfy the groundwater MCLs, which are ARARs.

Alternative 4: LAND USE AND ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS, AND GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG

Alternative 4 includes use and access restrictions for soils surrounding the Plant, and use and
access restrictions and a groundwater nonitoring programfor groundwater. Note that when this
alternative was evaluated in the FS, dust controls had not been applied yet and so were
considered part of the alternative. Since such controls have since been established and
fugitive em ssions are regul ated under the State of the Idaho Air Pollution Control regul ations
and the dean Air Act as inplenented by the State of Idaho, dust em ssion control was not
considered part of this alternative by EPA during the selection of renedy.

For soils surrounding the Plant, |and-use restrictions include the use of environnenta
easenents or sinilar enforceable deed restrictions on the property to limt future | and use,
including potential residential devel opnment where appropriate, and crop restrictions to prevent
affected property owners fromgrowi ng food crops for hunan consunption. Access restrictions
woul d include establishing a property buffer around the Pl ant.

Treat nent and Contai nnent/ St orage Conponents Conponents

This alternative does not include any treatnment, contai nment or storage



G oundwat er

G oundwat er nmonitoring provisions are the sane as Alternative 2. In addition, |and-use
restrictions for groundwater include the use of environnental easenents and simlar deed
restrictions to prevent affected | and owners frominstalling wells for potable water use.
Access restrictions could include establishing a property buffer around the Site to allow
Monsanto to effectively control water use.

General Conponents

Ri sk reduction associated with this alternative comes frominstitutional controls that would
prevent human exposure to contam nated soils and groundwater and nonitoring to ensure that
groundwat er recovers and soils are not re-contamnated. Costs for Alternative 4 are estimated

for a period of 30 years, but nay need to be in place for a longer or shorter period of tine.

Costs are summari zed as foll ows:

Capi tal Cost $ 570, 105
Annual O & M Cost $ 159, 820
Present Wirth $2, 570, 000

ARARS
Key ARARs for this alternative are summarized in Table 5. There are no chenmical specific ARARs
for soils surrounding the Plant. |In addition, while they are not ARARs, on-Plant source

controls will conply with state and federal clean air act nonitoring and reporting requirenents.

Alternative 5. |IN SITU Bl OLOGd CAL TREATMENT, LAND USE AND ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS, AND GROUNDWATER
MONI TORI NG

Alternative 5 includes in-situ biological treatnent for soils surrounding the Plant, and | and
use and access restrictions and a groundwater nonitoring programfor groundwater. In-situ

bi orenedi ation was identified in the FS as the nost promising treatnment alternative avail able
for the soil contamnants and conditions at this Site.

Tr eat nent Conponent s

Dust control neasures are the sane as for Alternative 4.

For soils surrounding the Plant, in-situ biological treatnent would be used to reduce
constituent concentrations. The process woul d consist of grow ng crops capable of accunul ating
the contam nants of concern in plant tissue, and then disposing of the contam nated crops in a
Hazardous waste landfill if needed. Over tine (estimated 7 years) the renmining soil would be
render ed non-hazardous and avail able for unrestricted use.

Cont ai nnent/ St or age Conponent s

This alternative does not include any contai nment or storage conponents.

G oundwat er

Sane as Alternative 4.



General Conponents

Ri sk reduction would result from biol ogi cal treatment of soils surrounding the Plant to reduce
the toxicity, nobility, and volune of contam nated naterial. Oiginal excess risk |levels,
estimated in the HHRA, were as high as 2 x 10 -3 fromingestion and external radiation risks
from radi um 226 exposure.

Alternative 5 would be in effect for a period of 30 years. Operating costs are sunmarized as
fol |l ows:

Capital Cost $ 305, 006
Annual O & M Cost (Years 1-5) $ 660, 487
(Years 6-10) $ 157, 200
Present Worth $4, 400, 000
ARARs
Sanme as Alternative 4. In addition, disposal of nmaterial fromthe biol ogical treatnent of soil

will conmply with hazardous waste requirenents and | and di sposal restrictions. Key ARARs for
this alternative are sumrmari zed in Table 5.

Alternative 8: SO L EXCAVATI OV REPLACEMENT/ CONTAI NVENT ON- PLANT, PLUS GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG

Alternative 8 includes contam nated soil renoval, replacenent, and di sposal of contam nated
soils by containment within the Plant; and for groundwater, |and use and access restrictions and
a groundwat er nonitoring program

Tr eat nent Conponent s

For soils surrounding the Plant, the upper six inches of affected soil will be renoved and used
as cover material for the on-Plant source naterial piles. The estinmated vol une of surrounding
soils with constituent concentrations greater than the renediation goal of 3xI0 -4 is estinated
to be as much as 200, 000 cubi c yards (equivalent to an area of about 250 acres, of which
Monsant o owns about 1/5th). The renediated of f-Plant areas woul d be restored by placing clean
fill material within the excavated area and re-vegetating the area. There are no chenical
specific ARARs for soils surrounding the Plant.

Cont ai nnent/ St or age Conponent s

Excavat ed soils brought onto the Plant could be used as cover but would have to be contai ned
sufficiently to ensure they would not mgrate to soils or groundwater.

G oundwat er

Sane as Alternative 4.

General Conponents

Ri sk reduction would result fromthe renoval of soils surrounding the Plant to reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volune of contaminated naterial. R sk levels estimated in the HHRA were

as high as 2 x 10 -3 fromingestion and external radiation risks fromradi um 226 exposure.
Alternative 8 would be in effect for a period of 30 years.



Qperating costs are sumari zed as fol |l ows:

Capi tal Cost $ 13, 854, 274
Annual O & M Cost $ 159, 820
Present Wrth $ 15, 860, 000
ARARS
Sanme as Alternative 5. In addition, renoval and disposal of off-Plant soil will be done in a

manner which conplies with Idaho solid waste nanagerment regul ations. Key ARARs for this
alternative are sumrmari zed in Table 5.



TABLE 5
SUMVARY OF ALTERNATI VES RETAI NED FOR ANALYSI S AND POTENTI AL ARARs

Medi a

On- Pl ant Sour ces
Of-Plant Soils

QG oundwat er

Potential ARARs
requiring conpliance:

29 CFR 1910 and 29 CFR
1926 (Regul ate Worker
Heal t h/ Saf et y)

40 CFR 50 (Primary and
Secondary Air Quality
St andar ds)

40 CFR 141 (Nati onal
Drinki ng Water Standards)

40 CFR 261 (ldentification

and Listing of RCRA
Hazar dous Wast es)

Alternatives

1 2
No Action No Action
No Action No Action
No Further Monitoring
Action

Dust Control

Land- Use Restrictions*
Access Restrictions
Moni t ori ng,

Access/ Land Use
Restrictions

Dust Control
In-Situ Biological
Tr eat nent

Moni t ori ng,
Access/ Land

Use Restrictions

Dust Control
Excavat e/ Cont ai n
On- Pl ant

Moni t ori ng,
Access/ Land Use
Restrictions



40 CFR 264 (Standards for
Omers & Qperators of

Hazar dous Waste Treat nent,
Storage, Disposal Facilities)

40 CFR 268 (Land Di sposal
Restri ctions)

40 CFR 302 (Designation, X
Reportabl e Quantities and
Noti fi cati on)

| DAPA 16. 01. 01. 01-651. 2
(ldaho Air Pollution Control
Regul ati ons)

| DAPA, Sections 16.01. 2000 X
et.seq. (ID Water Quality and

Wast ewat er Tr eat nent

Requi r ement s)

IDHW Title 1, Chapter 6, X
Sec. 01.6001 et. seq.

IDHW Title 1, Ch 6, Sections X
01. 6001 (ldaho Solid Waste
Managenent Regul ati ons)

* Includes property buffer
** | f material nust be disposed of off-site

ARAR = Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations

| DAPA = I daho Administrative Procedures Act

| DHW = | daho Departnent of Health and Wl fare



8. SUWVARY COF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The conparative anal yses assess the relative performance of each alternative evaluated in detai
inthe FSwith respect to the nine NCP evaluation criteria. The objective of this conparison is
to assess rel ative advantages and di sadvantages of alternatives and identify the key trade-offs
that nust be bal anced in selecting a preferred alternative.

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

a) On-Plant Source Materials. Aternatives 4, 5 and 8 provi de adequate protecti on of human
heal th and the environnent by nonitoring of soils surrounding the Plant (to ensure that the
Source Material piles, which have been the sources of rel eases, have in fact been adequately
controll ed) and periodic review of Plant conpliance with applicable environnmental requirenents
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not elimnate, reduce, or control affected on-Plant source naterials and
do not provide for nmonitoring of soils to ensure that increased rel eases woul d be detected;
therefore, they may not be adequately protective of human health and the environnent for these
medi a.

b) Soils surrounding the Plant. Al ternative 8 protects human health by pernmanently renoving
soils surrounding the Plant with constituent concentrations that exceed human health risk-based
cleanup goals. Alternative 4 protects human health by inplenenting |and use and access
restrictions to prevent residential exposure to soils with constituent concentrations that
exceed human health cl eanup goals, and to prevent adjacent property owners from grow ng food
crops for human consunption that are sensitive to cadmumand zinc; therefore, Alternative 4 is
fully protective of human health and the environnent. Alternative 5 protects human health by
using in-situ biological treatnent (accurnul ating contami nants in crop bionass) to pernanently
reduce constituent concentrations to bel ow cleanup goals. Reducing constituent concentrations
woul d prevent ingestion of and exposure to (for radionuclides only) solids with constituent
concentrations above cleanup goals. Therefore, Alternative 5 is protective of human health and
the environment. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not elininate, reduce, or control affected soils
surrounding the Plant; therefore, they may not be adequately protective of human health and the
environnent for these nedia.

c) G oundwater. Alternatives 4, 5, and 8 assune that past renedial actions, ongoing
groundwat er punping, and natural attenuation processes will eventually reduce constituent
concentrations to acceptable levels within 30 years. In addition, Alternatives 4, 5 and 8
include | and use restrictions to prevent |andowners frominstalling wells for potable use

These provisions woul d prevent ingestion of affected groundwater until MCLs are achi eved, and
therefore those alternatives are considered protective. Aternatives 1 and 2 are not considered
protective because they do not include controls to ensure that hunans are not exposed to

contam nated groundwater, and Alternative 1 does not even include a groundwater nonitoring
programto confirmthat constituent concentrations have been reduced to acceptabl e |evels.

2. Conpliance with ARARs

a) Soils, all alternatives: There are no chemcal-specific or |ocation-specific ARARs
identified for the off-Plant soils. In the event Alternatives 5 or 8 were selected, there would
be action-specific ARARs (i.e., |DAPA 16.01.01.650, Rules for Control of Fugitive Dust) which
woul d have to be (and could be) nmet by the alternatives.

b) Goundwater. Under all alternatives, the groundwater is expected to achi eve ARARs, i.e.
MCLs, in the long termas past renedial actions, ongoi ng groundwater punping, and natura



attenuation processes reduce constituent |evels bel ow MCLs.

As Alternatives 1 and 2 did not satisfy the threshold criteria, they were not considered further
in this evaluation by EPA

BALANCI NG CRI TERI A
3. Long-Term Ef fectiveness and Per nanence

a) On-Plant Source Materials. Aternatives 4, 5, and 8 include nonitoring of soils surroundi ng
the Plant and periodic review of Plant conpliance with applicable environmental requirenents.
These alternatives are noderately protective of hunan health and the environnment after the RAGs
are achi eved.

b) Soils Surrounding the Plant. Alternative 8 includes excavati on and renoval of al

off-Plant soil with constituent concentrations that exceed human health risk-based TCL-4. Since
the reduction in concentrations is permanent, Alternative 8 ranks high in achieving | ong-term
effectiveness and permanence after the RAGs are achieved. A ternative 5 includes in-situ

bi ol ogi cal treatnent to accunmul ate contam nants in crop bionmass and pernmanently reduce
constituent concentrations to TCL-4 and achi eve the human-risk based RAGs for off-Plant soils
The reduction to TCL-4 is estinmated to be achieved within 5 years. Since the reduction in
concentrations is permanent, Alternative 5 ranks high in achieving long termeffectiveness and
permanence after the RAGs are achieved. A ternative 4 includes |and use and access restrictions
to prevent the ingestion of and/or exposure to soil with constituent concentrations that exceed
cl eanup goals and to prevent |andowners fromgrow ng food crops for human consunption that are
sensitive to cadm umand zinc; therefore, since human health risks are adequately addressed,
Alternative 4 ranks high at providing long termeffectiveness and pernanence after the RAGCs are
achi eved.

c) G oundwater. Alternatives 4, 5, and 8 assune that past renedial actions, ongoing
groundwat er punping, and natural attenuation processes will eventually reduce constituent
concentrations to acceptable levels. The degree of effectiveness and pernanence of these
alternatives will be dependent on the successful decrease in constituent concentrations. These
alternatives include institutional controls to prevent the ingestion of groundwater until the
MCLs are achieved. After the concentrations of contamnants are reduced to bel ow MCLs, the
residual risk to human health and the environnent would be mninal. Consequently, these
alternatives rank high in providing |ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence after MCLs are

achi eved.

4. Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme (TW) Through Treat nent

a) Of-Plant Soils. Alternative 5 would reduce the toxicity, nmobility and vol ume of
contaminants in off-Plant Soils by accunul ating contam nants in plant bionass (considered a
treatnent process); therefore, Alternative 5 ranks high in reduci ng TW of contam nants through
a treatnent process. Aternative 8 was ranked highly in the FS because it woul d reduce the
nmobility of contamnants in off-Plant soils by renoving all soil with constituent concentrations
exceedi ng hurman heal th risk-based TCL-4; however, this is not considered treatment. Alternative
4 does not include provisions to reduce the TW of contam nants in soils surrounding the Plant
and consequently, they were ranked the | owest.

b) G oundwater. None of the alternatives considered include provisions to actively reduce
TW through treatnent, since treatnment was not considered cost-effective given the contani nant
concentrations, aquifer characteristics and success of past renedial actions. Natura
attenuation processes are expected to eventually reduce constituent concentrations to bel ow



MCLs.
5. Short-Term Effectiveness

a) Soils Surrounding the Plant. Alternative 8 does not include provisions to protect human
health until the soil renoval process is conplete. Human exposure to contam nants coul d occur
during excavation and material handling. Aternative 8 was ranked | ow for short-term
effectiveness in the FS. Alternative 5 does not include provisions to protect hunman heal th
until the in-situ biological treatnent process reduces constituent concentrations to acceptable
| evel s and achi eves the health-risk based RAGs. Hunan exposure to contam nants coul d occur
during planting and harvesting activities. Overall, Aternative 5 was ranked | ow for short-term
effectiveness in the FS. Alternative 4 does not include provisions to protect hunman health
until the institutional controls are in place, but there is unlikely to be short-termrisk
during construction of residences since the area is agricultural and no residences are likely to
be built there in the near future. Risks to the surrounding comunity are |ow, since
Alternative 4 would not result in nobilizing contam nants during construction. Overall
Alternative 4 ranks noderate to high in providing short-termeffectiveness.

b) G oundwater. Alternatives 4, 5 and 8: These alternatives would not be protective of
human health until the restrictions are in place, if groundwater were used for drinking

Further, they would not be protective of the environnent (i.e., groundwater) until the
concentrations of contam nants are reduced to concentrations bel ow MCLs. However, since there
is no current exposure nor any reason to expect short-terminstallation of potable wells in the
affected area, this approach should be acceptable. No risks are associated with Site workers
since construction activities are not required. In summary, these alternatives rank noderate in
provi ding short-term effectiveness for groundwater

6. Inplementability

a) Soils surrounding the Plant. Al ternative 8 There are no significant technical barriers
associated with renmoving the upper six inches of soils surrounding the Plant, although
short-termfuture crop yield fromsubstituted topsoil could be affected. For this and ot her
reasons, there nmay be administrative barriers associated with getting the cooperation of
off-Plant property owners in allowing excavation of soil on their property. |If Mnsanto is able
to achieve a property buffer around the Site (included in the groundwater renedy), Mnsanto
could easily control the soil renoval process and the adm nistrative barriers would be
significantly reduced. Consequently, Alternative 8 is considered noderately difficult to
inplenent. Aternative 5: There are no significant technical or admnistrative barriers
associated with the actual planting, harvesting, or disposal of the crops. There may be

adm nistrative barriers associated with getting the cooperation of off-Plant property owners in
growi ng appropriate crops. Conducting pilot studies would be noderately difficult to perform
and nay require a significant amount of tine to conplete. Consequently, Alternative 5 is

consi dered conparatively difficult to inplenent. Alternative 4. There are no technica
barriers that would limt the inplenentability of Alternative 4, however there could be |ocal

| andowner resistance to |and use and access restrictions. Protracted negotiations could result
in a lengthy process, nmaking this alternative noderately difficult to inplenent.

b) G oundwater. Alternatives 4, 5, and 8: A groundwater nonitoring programis currently in
place at the Site, and nodifying the existing programwoul d be easily inplenmented. |nplenenting
| and use and access restrictions would require the cooperation of off-Plant |and owners and
could be noderately difficult to inplement as described above. The inplenentability of these
alternatives for groundwater is considered noderate.



7. Cost

a) Alternative 8. 30-year present-value cost to inplenent is $15,860,000. The total costs of
inplenenting Alternative 8 are considered to be high.

b) Aternative 5 30-year present-value cost to inplenent is $4,400,000. The total costs of
inplenenting Alternative 5 are considered to be noderate.

c) Aternative 4. 30-year present-value cost to inplenent is $2,570,000. The total costs of
inplenenting Alternative 4 are considered to be noderate.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A
8. St at e Accept ance

The State of |daho DEQ has partici pated throughout oversight of this RI/FS and assisted with the
devel opnent of the proposed plan. The state concurs that Alternatives 1 and 2 would not be
protective for this Site. The State's preferred alternative is Alternative 4, Institutional
Controls, where such controls can be reliably established. Wiere such controls cannot reliably
be established, as may be the case with sonme of the off-Plant contami nated soils, the State
prefers Alternative 8, active cleanup via excavation. A concurrence letter fromthe State of
Idaho is included with this Record of Deci sion.

9. Communi ty Accept ance

About 40 peopl e attended the public nmeeting and/or provided comments during the 60-day public
comrent period. Mst comenters said they viewed residential devel opnent in the contam nated
soil areas as unlikely, but supported taking sone action to prevent unacceptabl e human exposure.
Several adjacent property owners commented that they viewed their property as having been

i npacted, their property val ues as havi ng been affected, and supported cleanup over | and-use
restrictions. Sone comenters, preferred i medi ate cl eanup, with nost of those favoring
Alternative 8 rather than Alternative 5, which was viewed as unproven. Sone commenters
suggested a nodi fi ed approach to soil cleanup, conbining institutional controls with a provision
to clean up property if/when | and use changes (to residential) were planned.

9. THE SELECTED REMEDY AND RATI ONALE

EPA' s selected renedy is a conbination of elenents from3 alternatives fromthe FS, as descri bed
bel ow. Along with each conponent of the renedy is the rationale for its selection:

1 The sel ected renmedy for contam nated groundwater is Monitored Natural Attenuation
with Institutional Controls (such as |egally enforceabl e prohibitions on drinking

water wells in the affected area) to prevent human exposure to groundwater until it
recovers. No further action appears necessary, except nonitoring of the groundwater
and the Plant discharge outfall, because no one is currently using the contam nated

groundwat er for drinking and because the conbinati on of past actions and natural
attenuation is projected to restore groundwater to | evels which allow for
unrestricted use and exposure within 30 years. Because groundwater exceeds MCLs,
and risk-based concentrations, reviews will be necessary no | ess often than every
five years to ensure that the remedy renains protective, confirmthat constituent
concentration trends in groundwater and sedinents are declining as predicted and
eventually to confirmthe achi evenent of MLs.

The sel ected renedy for source piles and naterials within the Plant is No



Further Action, because Monsanto's past cleanup actions, ongoi ng engi neering
and Institutional Controls and conpliance with federal and state
(environnmental and worker health and safety) regul ations have reduced
potential sources of worker exposure and contam nant migration to surrounding
soils to acceptable | evels under current industrial |and use. Five-year
reviews will be necessary to evaluate |and use, conpliance status, engineering
and institutional controls (including worker health and safety prograns and
dust control efforts) to ensure the remedy renai ns protective, since hazardous
substances remain on-Site above |levels that allow for unrestricted use

The sel ected remedy for contam nated soils has multiple conponents:

. For contam nated soils surroundi ng the Plant which are owned by a named
responsi ble party (to date, only Mnsanto has been naned), the sel ected renedy
is Institutional Controls in the formof land use restrictions placed in
deeds, and enforceabl e under an anticipated consent decree.

. For contam nated soils on non-industrial property owned by individuals who
have not caused or contributed to the contam nation at the Site (agricultura
or residential property owners) the selected remedy is an el ection by each
such property owner to have their property either: a) cleaned up via
excavation, containment and repl acenent of contaminated soils, or b) rendered
protective of hunman health and the environnent via |land use restrictions in
the formof an environnental easenent to be held by a named responsi ble party.
If contami nated soils are excavated, they will be replaced with clean soil and
the contam nated soils will be contained within the Plant and covered with at
|l east 12 inches of clean soil and vegetation (or sone other protective cover)
to minimze potential human exposure to, or mgration of, the contam nated
soi l.

Until the remedy is conpleted, unrestricted contam nated areas will be nonitored to ensure that
resi dential devel opnment does not occur wi thout appropriate action being taken

No action is necessary for the Gty Industrial Park property to the southeast of the Plant,
whi ch has historically been and continues to be zoned and used by a cooperating governnent
agency (Gty of Soda Springs) for industrial purposes, and is expected to renain that way for
the foreseeable future

To ensure that the Sel ected Renedy can be inplenented fairly and in a reasonable tinme frane, if
residential property owners elect (b) Institutional Controls, they nust either

1) Agree to self inpose deed restriction Institutional Controls prohibiting residential use of
the affected property until EPA determ nes such use nay be pernmissible, and enter into a consent
decree with EPA to make the Control s enforceable; or

2) Sell either their property or an environnental easenent restricting residential devel opnent
rights for their property to a responsible party (Monsanto), thereby allowi ng EPA to establish
enforceable ICs in its anticipated consent decree with Monsanto. To ensure fair terns for al
concerned, such sales will be governed by an independent arbitration process, to be paid for by
Monsant o, at which the arbitrator would set a fair selling price which could not be | ess than
the fair market value of the property or easenent had the property not been contam nated by
Monsant o operations. The arbitration process and arbitrators selected pursuant to the RCRA ACC
for SE Idaho slag nmatters and i ssued to Monsanto and FMC Corporation in 1996, as descri bed
above, will be used.



If for any reason, any residential property owner(s) were to fail or refuse to nake any
election, i.e., fail to elect either to have their property cleaned up, or to sell it or an
envi ronnental easenent over it, EPA will eval uate whether alternate cleanup or enforcenent
actions are necessary.

1 EPA' s selected renedy for Air, Surface Water, and Soda Creek sedinents is No
Further Action. No action is necessary in these areas because no significant
human health concerns or environnental inpacts were found related to these
medi a.

Wil e not part of the selected renedy, the selected renmedy was devel oped with the Plant in
conpliance with pertinent environnental requirements and the assunption that such conpliance
woul d continue. |If air emssions were to exceed pernmtted levels, they could pose additiona
risks to human health or the environnent or allow unacceptable |evels of contaminants to nmigrate
to surrounding soils at or near the Site which could require CERCLA action

Future Pl ant Use

Despite potential risks in excess of the acceptable risk range for future industrial use
(assumi ng EPA default values and no ongoing institutional controls or worker health and safety
prograns), cleanup alternatives were not devel oped for alternative future industrial scenarios
within the Plant and no renmedy has been sel ected based on such scenari os because Mnsanto is
considered highly likely to continue to operate the Plant for the foreseeable future. Monsanto
has just increased production and maintains it has the reserves to profitably operate the Pl ant
for over 30 nore years

Cost of the Sel ected Renedy

The estimated cost of the selected renedy over 30 years is between $2,500,000, if al

contam nated soils are addressed through institutional controls at the price estimated in the
FS, to as much as $9, 500,000, if the full extent of contam nated soils above the renediation
goal in potential residential areas is renediated through excavation, soil replacenent, and
containnent within the Plant. The estinated cost of the Soil Institutional Control/G oundwater
Monitoring alternative in the FS was $400,000 for initial capital costs of establishing
institutional controls and up to $150, 000/ year for groundwater nonitoring, source/soi
nonitoring, and dust control, for a 30-year total of up to $2,500,000. Since dust control is
required pursuant to the Plant's IDAPA permit and is not part of the selected renedy, that cost
is not part of the cost of the renedy. However, the cost estinmate still seens reasonable, given
that the cost of the arbitrati on which nmay be needed was not estinmated in the FS

The FS cost estimate for the active soil cleanup alternative was $16 nmillion dollars, based on
cl eanup of 435 acres to neet a 1x10 -4 cleanup level. Current estinmates of the total area to be
addressed at the selected 3x 10 -4 cleanup level is 250 acres, of which sone 25% are al ready
owned by Monsanto. Thus the nmaxi numcost estimate for the soil renmedy over 30 years if all
soils outside Moinsanto's control require active renediation is an additional $7,000,000, for a
total cost estimate of $9, 500, 000.



Remedi ati on Goal s and Points of Conpliance:

GROUNDWATER

The sel ected renedi ati on goals for groundwater are Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s under the Safe
Drinking Water Act for cadmum fluoride, nitrate, and selenium and risk-based concentrations
for manganese (shown below). The points of conpliance will include Soda Creek, nonitoring wells

TW19, 34, 35, 29, 53, 54, 55, the Harris well, and the three Plant production wells.

Table 6 - MLs

Max Conc. In Conc. at Southern Primary
Consti t uent G oundwat er Pl ant Boundary (ng/L) MCL(ng/L)
o 7.92 0. 005 0. 005
F 19. 93 5.0 4
NO 3 45.0 46.0 44
Se 0.93 0.2 0. 05
Mh 1.55 0. 015 RBC = 0.18

SA LS

The sel ected renmedy addresses all soils in off-Plant areas containing radionuclides that pose
curmul ative estinmated risks in excess of 3 x 10 -4 fromresidential exposure. At this Site, the
3x10 -4 risk goal corresponds to a radi um226 concentration in soils of 3.7pC /g and a radiation
effective dose equival ent of approxinmately 15 nreniyear for the radi onuclides of concern. To
further reduce cumul ati ve excess risk, in areas where the radionuclide soil cleanup goal is
exceeded, the renedy al so requires that netals which exceed background and pose an excess
carcinogenic risk greater than 10 -5 (arsenic = 21 ug/l, beryllium= 8 ug/l) or a non-cancer
HQ=1 or nore (none found) be addressed

As explained earlier in the RAO section, the FS evaluated a range of potential soil cleanup
goal s, including 5x10 -4, 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6, and background. The selected renmedy for this Site
i ncl udes cl eanup of soils containing radi onuclide concentrati ons which pose a risk of 3x10 -4
above background for residential |and use, including exposure fromall potential pathways and
nmedi a (using EPA's slope factors and risk assessnent nethodol ogy). The 3x10 -4 risk goa
corresponds to a radi um 226 soil concentration of 3.7 pG/g and a radi ation effective dose

equi val ent of approximately 15 mrenmiyear for the radionuclides of concern at this Site. This
goal corresponds to the upper end of the range for cancer risks considered protective at nost
Superfund sites. EPA may consider risk estinates slightly greater than 1x10 -4 to be protective
based on Site-specific conditions, including any remaining uncertainties on the nature and
extent of contamination and associated risks. For this Site, these Site-specific conditions
include the high naturally-occurring background concentrati ons of the radionuclides of concern
the lack of a uniformdistribution of the contanminants in soils, current |and use, and

associ ated uncertainti es.

The 3x10 -4 risk goal for radionuclides is also consistent with |levels considered protective in
ot her governmental actions including regul ations and gui dance devel oped by EPA in ot her

radi ation control prograns including: (1) EPA s Environmental Radiation Protection Standards
for Managenent and Di sposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel, H gh-Level and Transurani ¢ Radi oactive Wastes
(40 CFR 191) which sets a dose linmt of 15 nreniyear (equivalent to a risk of 3x10 -4 over 30
years) and (2) EPA's National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61) which
sets a standard for radionuclide em ssions fromoperating el enental phosphorus production
facilities, including Mnsanto Soda Springs, equivalent to a risk of approxinmately 3x10 -4.

If owners of contami nated property el ect cleanup via excavation, the area to be excavated shal



be determ ned based on the selected renedi ation goals, using RI/FS results suppl enented by

addi tional sanpling during renedial design. Excavations shall be perfoned to a m ni num depth of
6 inches, followed by confirmati on sanpling and if necessary additional excavation until cleanup
goal s are net

Institutional controls nust be established and naintained for all off-plant soil areas in excess
of cl eanup goals which remain unrestricted and therefore coul d be devel oped for residential use
(see Figure 7).

CERCLA Fi ve- Year Revi ew Requi renents

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renmai ning on Site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the
environnent. The following is a partial description of the reviews that will be required by
nedi a/area of the Site:

G oundwat er :

Revi ew and assess groundwater and outfall nonitoring data (which should be collected
and evaluated at |east annually);

Conpare groundwater and outfall quality and extent of contam nation (plune(s)) to
regul atory levels, renediation goals and groundwat er nodeling projections.
Determ ne if/when renedi ati on goal s have been achieved, and if not, that
Institutional Controls are still in place and effectively preventing human exposure

If groundwater recovery appears to significantly differ fromnodel projections, the
nodel and the need for additional groundwater renedial actions should be
re- eval uat ed.

Soils Surrounding the Plant:

Soi | sanpling should be done no | ess often than every five years to a) determ ne the
concentrations of COCs in soils, and b) verify that source control is effectively
preventing further spread of Site contam nants and/or recontami nation of soils

Soi | sanpling should be done fromthe current fence line out to the phase 2 soi
sanpling locations, until such tine as the Agencies determne that further sanpling
is not necessary.

Revi ew that Institutional Controls are in place for all soil grids surrounding the
pl ant whi ch contain radiumconcentrations greater than the renediation goal of 3.7
pC/ g, based on a statistically valid sanpling program

Pl ant :

Verify that operations continue to be in conpliance with environmental (CAA | DAPA,
CWA, RCRA) and worker health and safety requirements so that potential rel eases and
exposures remai n adequately controlled and the remedy remains effective

Determine if closure has occurred or is planned, and if so, verify that any
requi red/ pl anned cl osure procedures are protective;



Sedi nment s

Sedi nent sanpl es shoul d be collected to support the five year review assessnent of
whet her cont ami nant concentrations are remai ning stable or declining as predicted
If sedinent concentrations instead are shown to be increasing or evidence of health
inpacts are identified, the protectiveness of the renedy shoul d be re-eval uat ed

<I M5 SRC 97049I >
10. STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

Under CERCLA, EPA's prinmary responsibility is to ensure remedi al actions are undertaken which
protect human health, welfare and the environnent. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 USC
9621, establishes cleanup standards which require that the selected renmedial action conplies
with all ARARs established under Federal and state environnental and facility siting |aw, unless
such requirenents are wai ved by EPA in accordance with established criteria. The selected
remedy nust al so be cost-effective and nust utilize pernmanent solutions, alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es, or resource recovery technol ogi es to the nmaxi numextent practicable. Finally,
CERCLA regul ations include a preference for renedi es that enploy treatnment that pernmanently and
significantly reduces the volune, toxicity or nobility of hazardous waste. The follow ng
sections discuss how the selected renedy for the Monsanto Site nmeets these CERCLA requirenents

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost-effective. The renedy is protective of exposure to soils through the
inplenentation of either Institutional Controls or Excavation, replacenent and disposal, in
conbi nation with soil sanpling to verify that sources have been controlled and soils are not
further contam nated. The renedy is protective of exposure to groundwater through
inplenentation of Institutional Controls to ensure no human exposure to contam nated groundwat er
plus a nonitoring programto ensure that constituent concentrations decline as predicted

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Relevant or Appropriate Requirenents

The selected renmedy will conply with all chem cal -specific, action-specific, and

| ocation-specific Federal and State requirenents that have been identified and which are legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action. In addition, other regulations
and gui dance were considered in the selection of renmedy. No waiver of any ARAR i s bei ng sought
or invoked for any part of the sel ected renedy.

The ARARs identified for the Monsanto Site include the follow ng:

For Groundwater, National Primary Drinking Water Standards (40 C.F.R Part 141) are relevant and
appropriate to the selected renmedy. These ARARs will be net by Natural Attenuation and
Institutional Controls. The Maxi mrum Contam nant Levels that pertain to the COCs at the Mnsanto
Site (there are no non-zero MCLGs that pertain) are as follows:

Primary
Consti t uent MCL( g/ L)
o 0. 005
F 4.0
NO 3 44.0

Se 0.05



I daho Ground Water Standards (1 DAPA Sec 16.01.02.299). Protects groundwater for beneficia
uses, along with Idaho Antidegradation Policy (IDAPA Sec. 16,01, 02.051), which requires that
exi sting water uses and water quality be maintai ned and protected. These ARARs will be nmet by
Natural Attenuation (plus Institutional Controls until cleanup goals are net).

The followi ng ARARs pertain in the event active soil renmediation is el ected or necessary:

Clean Air Act, 42 U S.C. 7401 et seq., (CAA), National Prinmary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality
Standards, 40 C.F.R Part 50; CAA National Em ssions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, 40
C.F.R Part 60; CAA New Source Performance Standards, 40 CF.R Part 61. The CAA regul ations
are applicable for control of dust particles emtted into the air during remedi al excavation
activities. In that event, fugitive dust control neasures will be required during any
excavation and rel ated renmedial activities.

Anendnent to the NCP, procedures for Planning and Inplenmenting Of-Site Response Actions, 40
C.F.R 300.440. These rules and requirenents are applicable to of f-site nanagenent of CERCLA
hazar dous substances, pollutants or contaminants resulting fromthe ROD, in the event active
soil renmediation is perfornmed and excavated material is taken off-Site (which is not currently
pl anned, but conceivably could occur). |In that event, this ARARwi |l be net by follow ng the
Of-site Rules

Rul es for Control of Fugitive Dust, |DAPA 16.01.01.650. This ARAR is relevant and appropriate
for the managenent of fugitive dust in the event active soil renediation is perforned. In that
event, fugitive dust control nmeasures will be required during excavation and rel ated renedi al
activities.

Envi ronnental Protection and Health Act, |Idaho Code 39-101 to 129. Authorizes rules to protect
the environnent and human health and safety through state oversight of solid waste di sposal and
state approval of disposal locations and design. This requirenent is relevant and appropriate
for the disposal within the Plant of soils excavated from surrounding properties in the event
active soil renediation is perforned. |In that event, the substantive portion of these rules
will be addressed in the design of the soil containment area.

The policy, guidance, and regul ations which are not ARARs but were neverthel ess considered in
the selection of the renedy, or which inpact the renedy include the follow ng

Qccupational Safety and Health Act (O8HA), 29 U S . C. 651; the inplenenting regul ati ons under
CSHA, 20 CF.R Parts 1910 and 1926. These regul ati ons nmust be conplied with during al
renmedi al activities.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

EPA has determ ned that the conbination of renedial actions identified in the selected renedy
will reduce or elimnate the risks to human health in a cost-effective manner. The costs
associated with the selected remedy and cl eanup |l evel are significantly less than the cost of
active cleanup of all areas. The selected renedy is cost-effective because it provides overal
effectiveness proportional to its costs.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Resource Recovery Technol ogies to the Maxi mum Ext ent
Practicabl e

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource
recovery) technol ogi es to the nmaxi numextent practicable for this Site



Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

The selected renedy utilizes alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technologies to the
maxi mum extent practicable for this Site. However, because no principal threats remain and
treatnent of the remaining threats of the Site was not found to be practicable, the selected
remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-Site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .

11. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The selected renmedy is a logical outgrowh of the preferred alternative in the proposed pl an

and it includes the sanme basic conponents. In response to coments, however, for soils
surroundi ng the Plant, EPA has el evated excavati on and di sposal of soils to parity with
Institutional Controls, meking excavation and di sposal an option for affected agricultural and
resi dential |andowners who expressed a desire for cleanup, rather than nerely a contingency
following an effort to establish such Controls. The types of enforceable Institutional Controls
that coul d be used have been devel oped further than they had been in the FS. The process for

i npl enenti ng purchase of property or easenments to establish Institutional Controls has been

nodi fied by the addition of the arbitration process to nmake sure that a fair transaction will
occur.

The "Contingency Plan" concept described in the Proposed Pl an has been elimnated in favor of
the sel ected remedy because the "Contingency Plan" was seen as too uncertain and likely to
encourage property specul ation rather than the CERCLA goal of elimnation of exposure pathways

Based on comments and concerns about the feasibility and inplementability of in-situ
biorenediation at this Site, the selected renedy calls for excavation as the preferred neans of
soil cleanup, if any such cleanup is required. The Plan had identified biorenediation as the
nost favorable treatnent option. |If soil cleanup is required and the responsible parties can
denmonstrate an effective treatnent nethod that will satisfy the ROD requirenents and the
affected | andowners, this remedy nmay be reconsi dered.

The sel ected remedy for groundwater is described in this ROD as "Mnitored Natural Attenuation
with Institutional Controls", rather than "Institutional Controls with No Further Action because
past actions plus natural attenuation appears effective" as stated in the Proposed Plan. This
nodi fied description does not pose any additional requirements beyond those contenplated in the
FS/ Proposed Plan, but is nore accurate and nore consistent with national guidance and ot her
Super fund site decisions.
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At the Monsanto Site, EPA has net all requirements of CERCLA Section 117 and the NCP for public
participation at NPL sites.

In accordance with CERCLA Section 117 requirenents, once the RI/FS was conplete EPA issued a
Proposed Pl an, which provided infornation on the alternatives considered and identified the
preferred renedial alternative, for a 30-day public coment period. The start of the coment
period was announced in a Public Notice placed in the Caribou County Sun and a fact sheet which
was nmailed out to the entire nailing list along with the Proposed Plan. Both the Cari bou County
Sun and the I daho Statesnman ran articles describing the proposed plan and announcing the public
comrent period. Owmners of property adjacent to the Monsanto Plant were sent the Proposed Pl an
with a cover letter which pointed out that they or their property could be affected by the
Proposed Pl an, and which urged themto review the plan and to provide comrents.

On August 13, 1996, EPA held a Public Meeting to describe the Proposed Plan and take fornal
public comments. The nmeeting was transcribed by a court reporter and all comments received are
addressed i n the Responsiveness Summary.

On August 21, 1996, EPA received a letter fromthe Mayor of Soda Springs requesting a 30-day
extension of the public comment period in order to give the Mayor, local officials and residents
nore tine to review the plan and provide comments. In response, EPA extended the public coment
period by 30 days, until Septenber 30, 1996. The Mayor and the Gty of Soda Springs did not
provi de further comrents.

Al comments/questions received at the public neeting and during the 60-day public coment
peri od have been sunmmari zed and addressed bel ow.

Monsant o Proposed Plan Public Meeting - Soda Springs |daho, 8/13/96

Approxi mat el y 35-40 peopl e attended the neeting, including about 10 | ocal property owners,
reporters from Cari bou County Sun & ldaho State journal, Mnsanto representatives (Robert
Geddes, Kent Lott, Gordon Allend, Pat Hyland, Dale WIson, Dean Pahl (Montgonery Watson), Wi ght
(MN), 2 FMC representatives, CGordon Brown of DEQ and Steve Haness of ATSDR

M sha Vakoc of EPA noderated the neeting; Bob Geddes and Dean Pahl presented the Rl and FS
findings & an invitation from Mnsanto to give |local residents additional information; Tim
Brincefield, EPA Project Manager, summarized the results of the Ri sk Assessnent, the prelimnary
deci sions nade in scoping the FS, and the Proposed Plan for renedial action. EPA then invited
commrents and questions fromthe audi ence.



Summary of Witten Comment s/ Questions Recei ved and EPA Responses:

Q One commenter wote and supported the proposed plan, but suggested that EPA should give
consideration to the suggestion that cleanup only be done if |and use changes

A EPA eval uated that option but was unable to identify a reliable, enforceable neans of
inplenenting it. That suggestion al so would have del ayed conpl etion of the renedial action
indefinitely, which is contrary to Agency and public desire to resolve Site issues as

expedi tiously as possible.

Q The Gty of Soda Springs wote and asked for an extension of the corment period from30 to
60 days.
A That request was granted, and the comment period |asted until Septenber 30, 1996.

Q Several comrents were received fromlocal property owners. Those who comented supported
action to address the contam nation surrounding the Plant, but did not support any future
restrictions on use of the surrounding property. Therefore, these comenters recommended

i npl enentati on of the excavation and on-Pl ant di sposal option

A These coments were considered and the Agency believes the sel ected renedy addresses those
concerns.

Q One of the local property owners al so suggested that EPA had underestimated risks to
farmers farmng affected areas, and that risks to farnmers woul d be higher than risks to workers.
A EPA did not initially quantitatively estinmate risks fromfarmng, rather EPA assuned that
farm ng exposures would be of such an intermttent nature that industrial exposures would be
simlar or higher, and therefore if the soils are safe for industrial use, they should be safe
for farmng as well. Subsequently, EPA further eval uated potential carcinogenic and non-cancer
risks to agricultural workers |aboring near the Monsanto Plant. The concl usion of that

eval uation was that excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to radionuclides are
simlar to the industrial risk estimates and about one third as high in the agricultural worker
scenario as in the residential scenario; risks associated with ingestion and inhal ation of
nmetals are also simlar to the industrial risk estimates and about one fifth as high in the
agricultural worker scenario as in the residential scenario. Therefore, EPA believes the

sel ected renedy and renedi ation goals are protective of agricultural workers.

Q One commenter suggested that institutional controls were adequately protective and that
there is no need for a contingency renedy. |f necessary, cleanup could be undertaken if |and
use around the Plant ever changed to residential

A See first response on this page.

Q One comment er suggested that the contingency remedy for soils should be any form of
treatnent that would work, not just biorenediation

A EPA woul d accept substitution of a nore-promsing treatnent alternative for biorenediation
if one can be identified. Utimtely, however, treatnent was not selected due to the technica
uncertainties and community concerns.

Q Wiat risks are residents facing? Wat is the nagnitude of the risk and how does it conpare
to other risks?

A EPA assessed potential risks to human health and the environment posed by radi onuclides and
nmetals found at the Site. Risks were evaluated for several possible exposures including, for
exanpl e, ingestion and inhal ation of contam nated soil, ingestion of contam nated ground water
and inpacts to Plants and aninals. There are no significant risks to workers or residents under
current conditions. However, if residences were built in the nost contam nated areas near the
Pl ant fence, the potential excess lifetime cancer risks woul d be unacceptably high (>1 x 10 -3);
if contam nated groundwater south of (or beneath) the Plant were used for drinking water, risks



woul d al so be unacceptably high (no one is currently known to drink the contam nated
groundwat er) .

Superfund | aw defines an acceptabl e range of human health risk from hazardous contam nation as a
1-in-10,000 to 1-in-1,000,000 lifetine risk of cancer. This neans that if a group of 10,000 to
1, 000, 000 peopl e were exposed to a potential cancer causing situation over a 70 year lifetine,
just one additional person would be expected to devel op cancer beyond those expected from ot her
causes. Risk above this range fromcontamnation at a Site (i.e., nmore than a 1 in 10,000 risk
of cancer) typically requires sone type of cleanup or preventative action

Note that soils around the Plant are not nore contam nated than soils and sources within the
Pl ant; rather, the assunption of residential use (people spend nore tinme there on a given day)
results in a higher risk estinmate

Q Several comenters asked whet her EPA eval uated County zoni ng/land use ordi nances to see if
such ordi nances were sufficient restrictions on soils to protect against potential exposure.

A.  EPA consi dered those, however they are subject to change without State or EPA input, and are
not enforceable by either. Therefore, EPA guidance recomends the use of enforceabl e easenents
or covenants as Institutional Controls. At nany sites deed restrictions or other neans have
typically been used. Local ordinances are being relied on at the Bunker H Il Site in Northern

I daho, but the costs and administrative burden of the process established there to deal with the
many affected properties in the Silver Valley appear high relative to the circunstances at the
Monsanto Site

Q EPA was asked whether EPA considered only taking/requiring action if devel opment actually
were to take place, instead of doing so imediately.

A.  EPA considered that, and it woul d be possible, but as discussed above, it could del ay

conpl etion of the renedial action indefinitely and otherwise be difficult to enforce, thus it
was not selected. At nost sites where cleanup has been put off until or unless the land is

di st ur bed/ devel oped (other than Bunker Hll), EPA has still required that there be sone form of
deed restriction in addition to the local ordinance. In this case, such a notice m ght describe
or show the affected area(s) and state that they nust be renediated if/when devel oped for
residential purposes. To nake this work, we would need to identify soneone (at Bunker HIl, the
local Health Departnent) to be responsible for overseeing the process and soneone (likely
Monsanto) to pay for the work.

Q Sone asked whet her EPA could or woul d conpel |andowners to clean up their |and.

A:  That question does not have a single, sinple answer. Under the |aw, owners of contam nated
property may be potentially responsible for the cost of investigation and cl eanup of Superfund
sites. That provision was designed to "nake polluters pay"; therefore, under the | aw, adjacent
property owners could be potentially responsible parties. However, EPA has sone discretion and
| ooks at the facts in each and every case. In this case EPA has only naned one potentially
responsi bl e party (Monsanto) to date, since they are apparently the sole source of the

contami nation. EPA has no information at this tinme to support nam ng additional potentially
responsi bl e parties. EPA does hope that property owners will do what they can to hel p nake the
sel ected action happen, such as providing access for cleanup to occur or agreeing to sell the
property devel opnent rights to Monsanto, who in turn would preclude any residential devel opnent
of the affected area(s).

Q One questioner asked whet her EPA could condemm affected property or conpel owners to
restrict/clean up their property.

A Under certain circunstances, EPA could issue a unilateral Admnistrative Order to conpel a
| andowner to all ow EPA access to perform actions necessary to protect hunman health or the
environnent. At this Site, since owners have been given a choice between Institutional Controls



and excavation, EPA does not anticipate having to conpel anyone to conply.

Q EPA was asked what it thought was "reasonable tine frane" it was considering for the soils
conti ngency described in the Proposed Pl an.

A EPA had been thinking in terns of about 1 year fromthe date the ROD is conpl eted, however
EPA deliberately left the tine frame out of the proposed remedy in order to retain sone

di scretion to adjust to changing circunstances that mght affect the tine to conplete
Institutional Controls. Utimtely, EPA s selected renedy gives property owners six nonths to
el ect excavation or Institutional Controls.
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ADDRESSEE( S) :

I nc.

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits prelimnary information regarding a site inspection on 3/23/87 and asserts a
claimof confidentiality on all aspects of the inspection.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000012 DCC I D 6246
DATE: 4/10/87 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) :
Jef f Wi dden/ Ecol ogy & Environment, |nc.

ADDRESSEE( S) :
John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRIPTION:  Trip Report, Mnsanto Chemical Co., Soda Springs, |daho.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000013 DCC | D 6247
DATE: 7/ 23/ 87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S) :
WIlliamJ. G asser/EPA

ADDRESSEE( S) :
J. P. Hyl and/ Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Arrangenent for neeting on July 20, 1987.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000014 DOC | D 6248
DATE: 7/ 29/ 87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) :
WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA

7/ 29/ 87.
1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000015 DOC | D 6249
DATE: 8/ 4/ 87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S) :

WlliamJ. d asser/EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits |ist of substances found in a sanple from Torgesen's drinking water well

8/ 4/ 87.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000016 DCC | D 6250

DATE: 8/ 15/87 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S) :

WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA

ADDRESSEE( S) :

Lee Codfree/ Soda Springs Water Dept.
DESCRI PTION:  Transnits |ist of substances found in a water sanmple from Ledge O eek Springs taken

ADDRESSEE( S) :
Ri chard Tor gesen/ Unknown

ADDRESSEE( S) :
M. A Van Degriff/Unknown

t aken

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits list of substances found in a sanple of water fromthe Van Degriff's drinking

water well taken 8/4/87.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000017 DOC | D 6251
DATE: 8/15/87 PAGES. 2
AUTHOR( S) :
WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA

ADDRESSEE( S) :
Ray Nel son/ Unknown



DESCRIPTION:  Transnits list of substances found in a sanple of water fromthe Nel son drinking water well
t aken 8/ 4/87.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000018 DCC | D 6252
DATE: 9/9/87 PACES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Jef f Wi dden/ Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc. John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Proposed Field Operations, Wrk Plan El enments, Mnsanto Chem cal Co., Soda Springs, |daho.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000019 DCC I D 6253
DATE: 9/ 25/ 87 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits a copy of the Field Operations Wrk Plan for the Minsanto facility in Soda
Springs, |daho.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000020 DCC I D 6254
DATE: 10/ 16/ 87 PAGCES: 6
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
R L. Ceddes/ Monsanto WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Di scussion of Field Operations Wrkplan visit.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000021 DOC | D 6255
DATE: 1/22/88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. CGeddes/Monsanto Henry El sen/ EPA

DESCRI PTION' Requests the opportunity to comrent on the drafting of the report which will be subnitted
by Ecol ogy and Environnment, Inc. as a result of the CERCLA inspection at the Soda Springs plant.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000022 DCC | D 6256
DATE: 2/5/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WilliamJ. d asser/EPA Robert L. Ceddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Response to 1/22/88 letter states that draft reports are not required to be rel eased under
FO A Wl comes comments on the conpleted site inspection report.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000023 DCC | D 6257
DATE: 6/ 15/ 88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WilliamJ. d asser/EPA Robert L. Ceddes/ Monsanto

DESCRIPTION: Transnits a copy of the site inspection report prepared by Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000024 DCC | D 6258
DATE: 6/20/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
St ephan Kr chra/ Monsant o Theodore R Rogowski / EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:' Requests pages 26 and 27 of the Site Inspection Report for Mnsanto Chemical Co., Soda
Springs, |daho.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000025 DOC | D 6259
DATE: 11/ 18/ 88 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION: Transnits final draft of the site inspection report and thanks Monsanto for their comrents.



1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000026 DCC I D 6260

DATE: 11/ 30/ 88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WIlliamJ. d asser/EPA Sharon Harri s/ Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits list of substances detected in a sanple of the Harris drinking water well taken
11/ 3/ 88.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000027 DCC I D 6261
DATE: 7/10/89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
David M Bennett/EPA Bill Smth/State of |daho

DESCRI PTI O\ Requests a copy of all groundwater analyses, sanpling protocol chain-of-custody forns,
nmet hod of analysis and QA docunents from groundwater sanpled in the vicinity of Mnsanto and Kerr-MCee.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000028 DOC | D 6262
DATE: 10/ 20/ 89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Kent V. Lott/Mnsanto Robi e G Russel |/ EPA

DESCRI PTION' Requests a neeting to discuss the proposed NPL |isting.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000029 DCC | D 6263
DATE: 11/ 15/ 89 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robi e G Russel / EPA Kent V. Lott/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Sets up a neeting for 11/30/89 and provi des sone guidelines to be followed in the conduct
of the neeting.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000035 DCC | D 6269
DATE: 1/10/90 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
David M Bennett/EPA Bob Myers/EPA
DESCRIPTION. Transnits transcript of a neeting held 11/30/89 between EPA and Mnsant o.
1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000030 DCC | D 6264
DATE: 1/23/90 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. Geddes/ Mnsanto Hank Habi cht / EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Response to proposal of Soda Springs site for NPL |isting.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000031 DCC I D 6265
DATE: 2/ 26/ 90 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Don R O ay/ EPA Robert L. CGeddes/Mnsanto
DESCRI PTI O\ Response to Geddes 1/23/90 letter regardi ng concern over proposed listing of the site.
1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000032 DCC | D 6266
DATE: 3/21/90 PACES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
H J. Corbett/Mnsanto Don R d ay/ EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Response to proposed listing of the Soda Springs plant on the NPL.

1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000033 DCC | D 6267
DATE: 6/11/90 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Don R d ay/ EPA H J. Corbett/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Response to 3/21/90 letter regarding proposed listing of the Soda Springs plant on the NPL.



1. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000034 DOC 1D 6268

DATE: 6/25/90 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Walter W Koval i ck/ EPA Larry G Reed/ EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Record of 6/19/90 meeting with Mort Millins and M ke Pierle of Minsanto for HRS/ NPL
Docket s.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Backgr ound
1. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6270
DATE: 1/1/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
I daho Central Tumor Registry Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Cancer in |daho by County, Age-Adjusted Incidence per 100,000 (AAl), 10 Year Average,
1977-86 In Rank Order.

1. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DOC 1 D 6271
DATE: 6/11/88 PAGES: 50
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
D. R Wnd/ Monsanto John Davi s/ EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Transnits a set of thirteen EPA Form R s conprising the 1987 SARA Title 111, Sect. 313
report package for Soda Springs.
SUB-HEAD: 1. 2. 1. . Vol. 1 - Summary of Activities and Renedial Efforts
1. 2. 1. . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6272
DATE: 1/1/89 PAGES: 10
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Monsant o Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Summary of Activities and Remedial Efforts, Mnsanto Chem cal Co., Soda Springs. I|daho.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - Notification/ Site D scovery / CERCLIS
1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6273
DATE: 3/ 26/80 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Rogel i o C. Fuentes/EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Final Strategy Deternination, Mnsanto Phosphate Pl ant,
Soda Spri ngs.

1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DOC 1 D 6274
DATE: 4/3/80 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Judith Fey/ EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site Log, Mnsanto Co.

1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC | D 6275
DATE: 5/20/81 PACES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
D. W Hai nes/ EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Notification of Hazardous Waste Site, Federal Register, 4/15/81.

1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000004 DCC I D 6276
DATE: 1/9/86 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WliamH. Freutel/EPA Unknown



DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site D sposition, Mnsanto Soda Springs.

1. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000005 DOC | D 6277
DATE: 6/16/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WliamJ. d asser/EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site D sposition, Mpnsanto.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 4. . . Vol. 1 - Prelimnary Assessnent Data / Report
1. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCOC | D 6278
DATE: 12/19/79 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Daryl F. Koch/EPA Unknown
DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Identification and Prelimnary Assessnment, Mnsanto Soda
Spri ngs.
1. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6279
DATE: 12/23/85 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Bradl ey Harr/State of |daho Debor ah Fl ood/ EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site Prelimnary Assessment, Monsanto Soda Spri ngs.

1. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DOC 1 D 6280
DATE: 4/12/90 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
WIliamH Longston/EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI O\ Emer gency Response Team Final Site Review Determ nation Form Mnsanto Soda Springs.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 5. . . Vol. 1 - Wrk Plans
1. 5. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6281
DATE: 9/ 24/ 87 PACES: 35
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc. John E. Gsborn/ EPA
DESCRIPTION:  Field Operations Wrk Plan for Minsanto Chenical Co., Soda Springs, |daho, TDD No.:
F10- 8702- 06.
SUB-HEAD: 1. 6. . . Vol. 1 - Site Inspection Reports / Docunents
1. 6. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6282
DATE: 3/6/80 PACES: 13
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Daryl F. Koch/ EPA Unknown
DESCRI PTION:  Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site Inspection Report, Mnsanto, Soda Springs Pl ant.
1. 6. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6283
DATE: 4/ 3/87 PACES: 86
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto Jeff Wi dden/ Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc.

DESCRI PTION:  Various information to assist in the conpletion of the CERCLA site inspection.



Report ( Suppl erment al
Site Inspection Report (Supplenental).

1. 6. Vol. 1 - 000004 DCC | D 6285
DATE: 1/1/88 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR(S) :
EPA
DESCR! PTI O\

Report);

1. 6. Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC | D 6284
DATE: 4/1/88 PACES: 126
AUTHOR( S) :
Ecol ogy & Environment, Inc.
DESCRI PTION:  Site Inspection Report for Mnsanto Chemi cal
1. 6. Vol. 1 - 000005 DCC | D 6760
DATE: 10/5/88 PAGES: 8
AUTH OR(S):

Jeff Villnow Ecol ogy & Environment, |nc.
DESCRI PTI ON: Response to Monsanto Cheni cal

Landfills Site Inspection Report (Supplenental

ADDRESSEE( S) :
Unknown
Report);

Surface | nmpoundnents Site Inspection Report (Supplenental

ADDRESSEE( S) :
John E. Gsborn/ EPA
Co., Soda Springs,

ADDRESSEE( S) :
John E. Gsborn/ EPA
Co. Comments regarding the FIT Site Inspection Report.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - Sanpling and Anal ysis Data
1. 7. Vol. 1 - 000010 DOC 1 D 6295
DATE: 1/1/87 PAGES: 61
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Unknown Unknown
DESCRI PTION: Wl | sanpling data, Monsanto.
1. 7. Vol. 1 - 000009 DOC 1 D 6294
DATE: 11/ 9/87 PAGES: 28
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Dat a Chem Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Appendi x F, Organic Anal ysis Data Sheets.

1. 7.
DATE:
AUTHOR(S) :

Ecol ogy & Environment, Inc.

Vol. 1 -
12/ 9/ 87

000001 DOC 1D 6286

PAGES: 1

DESCRI PTION:  Ti me sequence for Mnsanto data.
1. 7. Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6287
DATE: 1/15/88 PACES: 7
AUTHOR( S) :

Lila Accral Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc.

ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bennett/EPA

ADDRESSEE( S) :
John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRI PTION: QA of two soil sanples, case 8383 (Inorganics), Mnsanto.
1. 7. Vol. 1 - 000003 DOC I D 6288
DATE: 1/27/88 PAGES: 29
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :

Janes Her ndon/ Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc.
DESCRI PTION: Resubmittal

1. 7.
DATE:
AUTHOR( S) :
Janes Her ndon/ Ecol ogy & Environnment, Inc.
DESCRI PTION: QA of Case SAS 3453J (Sul fate,

Vol. 1 -
1/ 28/ 88

000004 DOC 1D 6289

PAGES: 24

of QA package for case 8383 (organics),

Phosphat es/ Phosphor us,

John E. Gsbhorn/ EPA

ADDRESSEE( S) :
John E. Gsborn/ EPA
Fl uori de),

| daho.

Monsant o Cheni cal .

Report);

Storage Facilities Site Inspection

I nci nerators

Monsant o Chem cal Co.



1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - 000005 DCC I D 6290

DATE: 2/10/88 PACES: 39
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Janes Her ndon/ Ecol ogy & Environnent, |nc. John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRI PTION: QA of 31 Water Sanples, Case 8383 (Inorganics), Mnsanto Chemi cal Co.

1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - 000006 DCOC 1 D 6291
DATE: 3/25/88 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tom Col | i gan/ Ecol ogy & Envi ronnent, |nc. John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Dorestic Well Table for Mnsanto Chemical Co., Soda Springs, |daho.

5/ 2/ 97 U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Page 8
1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - 000007 DCC | D 6292
DATE: 5/ 4/88 PACES: 8
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON: EPA Region 10 | ab managenent system sanpl e/ project analysis results, Mnsanto Chenical
., Soda Springs, I|daho.

1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - 000008 DOC I D 6293
DATE: 5/17/88 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Janes Her ndon/ Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc. John E. Gsborn/ EPA

DESCRI PTION: Review of CLP | ab results, sanples MIB-580 and MIB-581 (I norganics), Mnsanto.

1. 7. . . Vol. 1 - 000011 DOC 1 D 6296
DATE: 5/ 24/89 PAGES: 14
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
| DHW Bill Smth/DEQ
DESCRI PTION:  Water Quality Report, radiological contam nants, drinking water system
SUB-HEAD: 1. 8 . . Vol. 1 - Hydrogeol ogical Investigation - Golder Report, Volunme 1
1. 8. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6297
DATE: 11/1/85 PAGES: 375
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Gol der Associ at es Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Report of Hydrogeol ogi cal Investigation, Soda Springs Plant Site, Volune 1, Main Text.

SUB-HEAD: 1. 8 . . Vol. 2 - Hydrogeol ogical Investigation - Golder Report, Volune 2 and 3
1. 8. . . Vol. 2 - 000002 DOC 1 D 6298
DATE: 9/1/85 PAGES: 185
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Report of Hydrogeol ogi cal Investigation, Soda Springs Plant Site, Volune 2, Appendices D - G

1. 8. . . Vol. 2 - 000003 DOC | D 6299
DATE: 9/1/85 PACES: 150
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Monsant o

DESCRI PTI ON:  Report of Hydrogeol ogi cal Investigation, Soda Springs Plant Site, Volune 3, Appendices H- K



HEADING 2. 0. . . REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATION / FEASIBI LI TY STUDY (R /FS)

SUB-HEAD: 2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6300
DATE: 10/ 15/91 PACES: 19
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bant on/ Gol der Associ ates Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Response to EPA comments, received 9/18/91, on the dispositions to initial conmrents on the
Draft Phase | RI/FS Wrk Plan for the Monsanto Co. Soda Springs El emental Phosphorus Plant.

2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DOC 1 D 6301
DATE: 11/21/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/Mnsanto
DESCRI PTION:  Phase 1 Renedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Wrk Plan for the Monsanto Soda Springs
Facility.
2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DOC 1 D 6302
DATE: 12/12/91 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. Geddes/ Mnsanto Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Response to letter of 11/21/91 regarding RI/FS Wrk Plan for Monsanto Soda Springs Facility.
2.1 . . Vol. 1- 000004 DCC | D 6303
DATE: 3/13/92 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto
DESCRI PTION: Phase 1 Renedial Investigation / Feasibility Study for the Monsanto Soda Springs Facility.
2. 1. . . Vol. 1- 000005 DCC | D 8675
DATE: 5/5/92 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION: RE: Proposed Changes to Sanpling Plans in the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Wrk
Plan for the Soda Springs El enental Phosphorus Plant with attached letter to M. TimBrincefield regarding
Proposed Exposure Scenari os.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000006 DOC I D 8676
DATE: 6/15/92 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION:. RE: Phase | Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Prelimnary Site Characterization
Report for the Monsanto Soda Springs Facility; attached "EPA Commrents on the Monsanto Chem cal Conpany
Prelimnary Site Characterization Sumrary Report."

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000007 DOC I D 8677
DATE: 6/26/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRIPTION:. RE: Phase | Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Renmedial Alternatives
Devel opnent and Prelimnary Screening of Candi date Technol ogi es Menorandum with attached prelimnary EPA
comments on this report.



2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 000008 DCC I D 8678

DATE: 8/20/92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefield EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION: RE: Phase Il Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Wirk Plan for the Soda Springs
El ement al Phosphorus Plant and attached prelinm nary hydrogeol ogi cal conmments on this report.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000009 DCC I D 8679
DATE: 9/18/92 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:. RE: Phase Il Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Wirk Plan for the Soda Springs
El ement al Phosphorus Plant with attached comrents. Al so attached letter/report regarding Draft Prelimnary
Identification of Contam nants of Concern (9/3/92).

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000010 DCC I D 8680
DATE: 10/ 22/ 92 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION: RE: Phase |l Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R/FS) Wrk Plan for the Soda
Springs El emental Phosphorus Pl ant.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039499 DOC I D 41162
DATE: 8/4/93 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Kent M Angel os/ Col der Associ ates Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI O\ Letter regarding expl anation and corrective action plan, fluoride and uraniumresults,
Monsant o Chemi cal Conpany.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039500 DOC 1 D 41163
DATE: 5/11/94 PAGES: 16
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Comments an Monsanto draft Hunman Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent.
2. 1. . . Vol. 1- 1039501 DCC | D 41164
DATE: 10/ 4/94 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Carol A Rushin,/EPA Pat Hyl and/ Monsant o
DESCRI PTION:  Letter regarding R sk Assessment and jurisdictional issue.
2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039502 DOC 1 D 41165
DATE: 10/ 26/ 94 PACES: 10
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Letter with comments of various interimRI/FS deliverables: Air Dispersion Mdelling Meno,
G oundwat er Fate and Transport Mbddelling, Goundwater Quality Meno and Revised Soil and
Sedi ment | nvestigati on Meno.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039503 DOC | D 41166
DATE: 6/6/95 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Letter regarding approval of revised RAO Menorandum for Soda Springs El enental Phosphorus
Pl ant dated June 2, 1995.



2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039504 DOC 1D 41167

DATE: 8/3/95 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinmothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on responses to Phase Il R 1. Coments.

2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039505 DOC | D 41168
DATE: 8/3/95 PAGES: 7
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on the draft Phase Il Feasibility Study Devel opment and Screening of Renedi al
Al ternatives.

2.1 . . Vol. 1- 1039506 DCC | D 41169
DATE: 9/8/95 PACES: 5
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bant on/ Col der Associ at es Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTI O\ Monsanto responses to EPA comrents on Phase || Remedial |nvestigation Report.
2. 1. . . Vol. 1- 1039507 DCC | D 41170
DATE: 9/29/95 PACES: 7
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on revised draft Phase Il Feasibility Study Devel opnent and Screeni ng of Renedi al
Al ternatives.

2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039508 DOC 1 D 41171
DATE: 10/ 13/95 PACES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Geddes/ Mnsanto

DESCRI PTION: Letter regarding conference call to discuss comments on the Revised Draft Phase |1
Feasibility Study Devel oprment and Screeni ng of Remedial Alternatives.

2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039509 DOC 1 D 41172
DATE: 10/ 23/95 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bant on/ Gol der Associ ates Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Response to EPA comrents on Soda Creek Sedi nent Report.

2.1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039510 DOC | D 41173
DATE: 10/ 24/ 95 PACES: 10
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. Ceddes/Mnsanto

DESCRI PTI ON:  Letter regarding Monsanto Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study and requested change in the
groundwat er sanpling program

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039511 DCC I D 41174
DATE: 3/1/96 PACES: 12
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L. CGeddes/Monsanto
DESCRI PTION:  Letter regarding Phase Il Feasibility Study and response to EPA's earlier comrents on

Phase || FS.



2.1 . . Vol. 1- 1039579 DOC 1D 42034

DATE: 3/7/96 PAGES. 4
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
J. P. Hyl and/ Monsant o Randal | F. Smth/EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Followup letter to Decenber 13, 1995 presentation, to respond to question about
appropriate risk managenent criteria to be used to select a renedy for the Soda Springs Pl ant.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039580 DOC 1 D 42035
DATE: 3/15/96 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Carl Stineman/ Ecol ogy and Environment, Inc. Tinothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA
DESCRI PTI ON: Revi ew of Stochastic Human Heal th Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, Monsanto Superfund Site, R/FS
Oversi ght.
2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039586 DCOC 1 D 42046
DATE: 7/ 23/ 96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA Robert L CGeddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTI ON:  Letter approving Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study reports.

2. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055986 DOC I D 70481
DATE: 8/ 29/96 PAGES: 6
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Dean Pahl / Mont gonery Wat son Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRIPTION:. Meno transmtting a revised cost estimate (attached with cover neno) for the Monsanto Soda
Springs Plant Alternative 8.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Statement of Work / Work Pl an
2. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC I D 6304
DATE: PAGES: 19
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Unknown Unknown

DESCRI PTION: Statenent of Work for Monsanto Chemical Co. Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 3. Vol. 1 - Sanpling Data

2. 3. .. Vol. 1- 000001 DOC 1 D 6320
DATE: 5/10/91 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Vat t hew Qubi t osa/ EPA Chri stine Psyk/EPA
DESCRIPTION:. Mnitoring Wll Primary Station Codes, Kerr-MGee and Monsanto, Soda Springs Sites, |daho.
2. 3. .. Vol. 1- 000002 DOC 1 D 6321
DATE: 2/27/92 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bant on/ Gol der Associ at es Robert L. Ceddes/ Monsanto

DESCRI PTION:. RI/FS Schedul e and Prelinminary Results of G oundwater Sanpling.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 4. Vol. 1 - Q¥ QC Plans

2.4 . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6322
DATE: 9/27/91 PAGES: 46
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Davi d Bant on/ Gol der Associ ates Tinmothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA

DESCRI PTION: QN QC Plans from Krueger Lab, Chen Northern, and Accu-Lab.



SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 1 - R/FS Reports

2. 5. .. Vol. 1- 000001 DCC I D 8672
DATE: 4/ 23/92 PACES: 550
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Phase | Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Prelimnary Site Characterizati on Summary
Report for the Soda Springs El enental Phosphorous Plant.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 2 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 2
2. 5. .. Vol. 2 - 000002 DCC I D 8673
DATE: 4/ 23/92 PAGES: 626
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es EPA

DESCRI PTI O\ Appendi ces of Phase | Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Prelimnary Site
Characterization Summary Report for the Soda Springs El emental Phosphorous Pl ant.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 3 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 3
2. 5. .. Vol. 3 - 000003 DCC I D 8681
DATE: 6/5/92 PAGES: 132
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Mosant o

DESCRI PTION:  Phase | Renedial Investigation/Feasibility, Remedial Alternatives Devel opnent and
Prelimnary Screening of Candi date Technol ogi es Mermorandum for the Soda Springs El enental Phosphorus Pl ant.

2. 5. . . Vol. 3 - 1039589 DCC | D 42049
DATE: 9/23/92 PAGES: 331
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es EPA

DESCRI PTION: Appendix S, Data Validation Summary, of Phase | RI/FS Prelimnary Site Characterization
Summary Report.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 4 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 4
2. 5. .. Vol. 4 - 1039512 DCC I D 41175
DATE: 5/ 24/95 PAGES: 84
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Mosant o

DESCRI PTI O\ Eval uation of Sediment Chemistry, Toxicity, and Benthic Invertebrate Community Structure in
Soda

Creek and Al exander Reservoir.

2. 5. .. Vol. 4 - 1039513 DOC | D 41176
DATE: 11/ 21/ 95 PACES: 424
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Phase |1 Renedial Investigation Report - Volune I.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 6. . . Vol. 5 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 5



2. 5. . . Vol. 5- 1039514 DOC 1D 41182

DATE: 11/21/95 PAGES: 1, 060
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Monsant o
DESCRI PTION:  Phase |l Renedial Investigation Report - Volune Il, Appendices A-H.
SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 6 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 6
2. 5. . . Vol. 6 - 1039515 DCC | D 41185
DATE: 11/21/95 PACES: 1,110
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Monsant o
DESCRI PTION:  Phase Il Renedial Investigation Report - Volune |11, Appendices H 7 through L.
SUB-HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 7 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 7
2. 5. . . Vol. 7 - 1039516 DCC | D 41188
DATE: 11/21/95 PAGES: 998
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
CGol der Associ at es Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Phase |l Renedial Investigation Report - Volunme |V, Appendix L-2 through Appendi x O

SUB HEAD: 2. 5. . . Vol. 8 - R/FS Reports-Vol. 8
2. 5. .. Vol. 8 - 1055987 DCC I D 70482
DATE: 1/1/95 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Col der Associ at es Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Monsanto Plant: Distribution of Constituents that Exceed MCLs I n Groundwater or a 3x10 -4
Target C eanup Level In Ofsite Soils (nap).

2. 5. .. Vol. 8 - 1039581 DOC | D 42036
DATE: 5/ 30/ 96 PACES: 486
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Mont gorrery Wt son EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Feasibility Study, The Mnsanto Conpany, El enental Phosphorus Plant, Soda Springs, |daho,
with repl acenent pages dated May 30, 1996 (bulk of report is version dated April 1996).

SUB-HEAD: 2. 6. . . Vol. 1 - R sk Assessnents
2. 6. . . Vol. 1- 1039523 DOC 1 D 41204
DATE: 3/1/96 PAGES: 308
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Mont gorrery Wt son Tinothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Stochastic Human Heal th Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, March 1996.
2. 6. . . Vol. 1- 1055988 DOC 1 D 70484
DATE: 1/20/97 PAGES: 13
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Gordon Randal | / Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc. Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Techni cal Mermorandum Risk Calculations for Agricultural Wrkers at Mnsanto.

SUB-HEAD: 2. 7. . . Vol. 1 - Proposed Plan



2. 7. . . Vol. 1- 1039587 DOC 1D 42048

DATE: 7/ 29/ 96 PAGCES: 16
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON: Proposed Plan to clean up Monsanto Superfund Site. Announces public comment period on
proposed pl an through August 30 and a public neeting schedul ed for August 13.

HEADING 3. 0. . . RECORD COF DECI SI ON
3. 0. . . Vol. 1 - 1019940 DCC I D 70579
DATE: 4/ 30/ 97 PAGES: 97
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Chuck d ar ke/ EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Record of Decision (O eanup Plan) for Mnsanto site, with attachments including
adm ni strative record index.

SUB-HEAD: 3. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Mrno to File
3. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1019943 DOC 1 D 70642
DATE: 4/ 30/ 97 PAGES: 54
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA File

DESCRI PTION: Meno to file describing documents added to admi nistrative record and how t hey were
considered in the Record of Decision, with attachnents.

HEADING 4. 0 . . . STATE COORDI NATI ON
SUB-HEAD:. 4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039524 DCC | D 41205
DATE: 7/7/95 PACES: 6
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :

Gordon Brown/ldaho Division of Environmental Quality Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTION: State of |Idaho comments on Monsanto Devel opnent and Screening of Renedial Alternatives
Menor andum

4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039525 DCC | D 41206
DATE: 9/18/95 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Gordon Brown/ldaho Division of Environmental Quality Timothy H Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTION:. State of lIdaho comments on Monsanto 2nd Draft of the Devel opnent and Screeni ng of Renedi al
Al ternatives Menorandum

4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039582 DCC | D 42038
DATE: 12/21/95 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Gordon Brown/|daho Dept. of Health & Welfare Tinothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA
DESCRI PTION: State of |Idaho comments on Monsanto Phase |11 Feasibility Study.
4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039584 DCC | D 42039
DATE: 5/7/96 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Gordon Brown/Ildaho Dept. of Health & Wl fare Timothy H. Brincefield EPA

DESCRI PTION: State of lIdaho comrents to the 4th Draft of the Monsanto Feasibility Study and Stochastic
R sk Assessnent



4. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1039585 DOC 1D 42040

DATE: 6/ 24/ 96 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
I daho Department of Environnental Quality Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTION: State of Idaho conments on the Monsanto Draft Proposed Pl an.

HEADING 5. 0. . . ENFORCEMENT
SUB-HEAD: 5. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
5. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6323
DATE: 7/ 24/ 90 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Donald R W nd/ Monsant o EPA

DESCRI PTION: Annual Notification of a Continuous Rel ease.

5. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6324
DATE: 10/ 17/ 90 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
John Meyer/ EPA Dean Nygard/ | DHW
DESCRI PTION:  Transnits Monsanto Soda Springs R/FS Adm nistrative O der.
SUB-HEAD: 5. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Notice Letters and Responses
5. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6325
DATE: 10/17/90 PACES: 85
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Charles E. Findley/ EPA J. P. Hyl and/ Monsant o
DESCRIPTION: Transnmits Draft Administrative Order on Consent for Renedial Investigation / Feasibility Study.
5. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6326
DATE: 10/ 31/90 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Kent V. Lott/Mnsanto John Meyer/ EPA

DESCRI PTI ON: Requests neetings to discuss R /FS requirenents.

SUB-HEAD: 5. 3. . . Vol. 1 - Good Faith Proposals
5. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6327
DATE: 12/ 7/90 PACES: 91
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
St ephan Kr chrma/ Monsant o Charl es O di ne/ EPA
DESCRI PTION: Monsanto Soda Springs Plant, good faith offer to performremedial investigation/feasibility
st udy.
SUB-HEAD: 5. 4. . . Vol. 1 - Admnistrative Oders
5. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6328
DATE: 4/19/91 PAGES: 81
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Philip G MIIlanm EPA C. M MCQl I ough/ Monsant o

DESCRI PTION:  Administrative Order on Consent issued to the Monsanto Co. for the Monsanto (Soda Springs)
Superfund Site.



HEADING 6. 0 . . . HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

SUB-HEAD: 6. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence / Comrents
6. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC I D 6329
DATE: 6/6/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Harvey W Rogers/U. S. Departnent of Health & Human  John Meyer/ EPA
Servi ces

DESCRI PTION:  Monsanto prelimnary health assessnent.

6. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6330
DATE: 6/6/91 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Max M Howi e/ Dept. of Health & Human Services John Meyer/ EPA

DESCRIPTION. Transnits a copy of the Prelimnary Health Assessnent Public Commment Rel ease for the
Monsant o, Soda Springs Plant Site.

6. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC | D 6331
DATE: 7/17/91 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Chri stine Psyk/EPA Lydia O Askew Agency for Toxic Substances and

Di sease Registry
DESCRIPTION:. Transnmits coments regarding Prelimnary Health Assessnent for Mnsanto, Soda Springs Plant.

SUB-HEAD: 6. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Health Assessnents
6. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6332
DATE: PAGES: 11
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Harvey W Rogers/U. S. Departnent of Health & Human Unknown
Servi ces

DESCRIPTION. Prelimnary Health Assessnent for Mnsanto Chem cals, Soda Springs, |daho.

6. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6333
DATE: 10/17/90 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Charl es E. Findl ey/ EPA J. P. Hyl and/ Monsant o

DESCRIPTION: Infornming recipient that EPAis preparing to initiate a R/FS to determ ne the nature and
extent of rel ease of hazardous substances fromthe Monsanto Soda Springs site.

6. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC | D 6334
DATE: 6/3/91 PACES: 5
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Department of Health & Human Services Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON:  Publi ¢ comment announcenent for the Monsanto site.

6. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000004 DOC I D 6335
DATE: 6/6/91 PACES: 19
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Harvey W Rogers/U. S. Departnent of Health & Hunan Unknown
Servi ces

DESCRIPTION:  Prelimnary Health Assessment for Monsanto, Soda Springs Plant.



for

HEADING 7. 0. . . NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEES

SUB-HEAD. 7. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
7. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6336
DATE: 7/27/90 PACES: 1
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
David M Bennettt/EPA M chael Sl ater/EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Request that U S. Departnent of Interior conduct Prelimnary Natural Resource Surveys at
Monsant o Soda Springs an Kerr-MGCee Soda Springs.

7. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6337
DATE: 10/ 17/90 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
John Meyer/ EPA Charles S. Polityka/U S. Dept of the Interior

DESCRIPTION. Transnits a copy of the Monsanto Special Notice package for the initiation of negotiations
a RI/FS on the Soda Springs plant.

7. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC | D 6338
DATE: 6/12/91 PACES: 6
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Jonat han P. Deason/U. S. Departnent of Interior Charles E Findl ey/ EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Prelimnary natural resources survey on the Mnsanto Soda Springs site.

7. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055989 DOC | D 70485
DATE: 10/ 4/ 96 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Preston Sl eeger/ USDA Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI O\ Departnent of Interior comments followi ng review of the proposed renedial action plan for
the Monsanto Soda Springs Plant (a |list of endangered and threatened species that may occur in Bear Lake
County is attached).

HEADING 8. 0. . . (CONGRESSI ONAL | NQUIRIES
SUB-HEAD: 8. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
8. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6339
DATE: 1/24/92 PAGES: 9
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Dana A. Rasnussen/ EPA Larry Craig/U S. Senate
DESCRIPTION. Transmittal of results of the Science Advisory Board review of the |Idaho Radi onuclide
St udy.
HEADING 9. 0. . . PUBLIC PARTI Cl PATI ON
SUB-HEAD: 9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - Correspondence
9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055990 DOC 1 D 70487
DATE: 8/19/96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Mar k St eel e/ Unknown Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTI ON:  Response to request for public coments voicing support for the EPAs preferred alternative
for the Monsanto site.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055991 DOCID 70488
DATE:  8/21/96 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :



Kirk L. Hansen/Cty of Soda Springs Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Letter requesting a transcript of the public neeting on the Monsanto Soda Springs site and
a 30 day extension of the conmment peri od.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055992 DOC I D 70489
DATE: 9/ 3/96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert D. @unnell/Earl Qunnell & Sons, Inc. Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTION: Letter voicing strong opposition to the rezoning proposal entailed in the proposed Mnsanto
cl ean-up pl an.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055993 DCC | D 70490
DATE: 9/8/96 PACES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Charl otte @unnel | / Unknown Tinmothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on the restrictive zoning alternative for the Monsanto Soda Springs Pl ant cl eanup.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055994 DCC | D 70491
DATE: 9/ 9/96 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
E. Leroy Qunnel |/ Unknown Tinmothy H Brincefiel d/ EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on restricting use of private property and cl eani ng up contam nated property.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055995 DCC | D 70492
DATE: 9/ 26/ 96 PACES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Ron Lau/ Unknown Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA
Car ol yn Lau/ Unknown Timothy H. Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Comments on the restrictive zoning alternative for the Monsanto Soda Springs Plant cleanup.

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055996 DOC I D 70493
DATE: 9/ 30/ 96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Robert L. Geddes/ Mnsanto Tinothy H Brincefiel d EPA

DESCRI PTION:  Letter providing Mnsanto comments on the 7/96 proposed plan for the Monsanto El enental
Phosphor ous Pl ant

9. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055997 DOC I D 70494
DATE: 11/22/96 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Kirk L. Hansen/ Gty of Soda Springs Cat heri ne Krueger/EPA

DESCRI PTION: Letter listing Gty of Soda Springs principles that apply to inplenentation of the Mnsanto
Soda Springs Superfund plan of action.

SUB-HEAD: 9. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Newspaper / Journal Articles
9. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6341
DATE: 11/8/09 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Cari bou County Sun Unknown

DESCRI PTION: Monsanto Meets New EPA Standards; FMC Note Hi gh Cost of Conpliance,



9. 2.. . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC I D 6340

DATE: 6/22/89 PACES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
El Il en Carney/ Caribou County Sun Unknown
DESCRI PTION:  Republican State Senators Tour Pl ants.
9. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCOC 1 D 6342
DATE: 12/5/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Cari bou County Sun Unknown
DESCRIPTION: Ctizens Conmmittee G ves Slag Update.
9. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000004 DOC 1 D 6343
DATE: 12/26/91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Cari bou County Sun Unknown
DESCRI PTI ON: Monsant o Recogni zed by BLM for Their Public Land Efforts.
SUB-HEAD: 9. 3. . . Vol. 1 - Community Relations Plan
9. 3. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC 1 D 6344
DATE: 12/17/91 PAGES: 12
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Community Rel ations Plan, Minsanto Chemical Co., Caribou County, Idaho.

SUB-HEAD: 9. 4. . . Vol. 1 - Fact Sheets / Press Rel eases
9. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC | D 6345
DATE: 12/ 1/ 91 PAGES: 1
AUTHOR(S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON: EPA Fact Sheet, Mnsanto El enental Phosphorus Plant, Caribou County, |daho.

9. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC I D 6346
DATE: 1/22/92 PAGES: 4
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Transnits a copy of the letter report to EPA fromthe Science Advisory Board regardi ng
I daho Radi onucl i de Study/Phosphate Sl ag |Issue,

9. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC I D 6776
DATE: 5/8/92 PAGES: 2
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON: Supefund Fact Sheet Monsanto El enental Phosphorous Plant, Caribou County - Mnsanto to
conduct additional testing this Spring and Summrer.

9. 4. . . Vol. 1 - 1039661 DOC I D 42328
DATE: 7/ 29/ 96 PACES: 4
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTI ON: Superfund Fact Sheet inviting citizens to conment on Proposed Plan and announci ng public
nmeeting to be held August 13.

SUB-HEAD: 9. 5. . . Vol. 1 - Meeting Transcripts



9. 5. . . Vol. 1- 1019941 DOC 1D 70580

DATE: 8/13/96 PAGES: 22
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Lance D. Ovi att AJnknown Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Public Meeting transcript for neeting held August 13, 1996.

HEADING 10. 0. . . TECHN CAL SOURCES AND GU DANCE DOCUMENTS
SUB-HEAD: 10. 1. . . Vol. 1 - EPA Quidance
10. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 1055998 DOC 1 D 70495
DATE: PAGES: 7
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Elliott P. Laws/EPA EPA
DESCRI PTION:  OMBER Directive No. 9355.7-04 - Menorandum Land Use in the CERCLA Renedy Sel ection
Process.
10. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DOC |1 D 6347
DATE: 1/18/84 PAGES: 3
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Lee M Thomas/ EPA Unknown

DESCRI PTION:  Definition of procedures and regional responsibilities for the final rul emaking on the
first NPL update.

10. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000002 DCC | D 6348
DATE: 3/10/87 PACES: 24
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Henry L. Longest/EPA EPA

DESCRI PTI O\ RCRA Speci al Study waste definitions: sites that require additional consideration prior to
NPL proposal under the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act.

10. 1. . . Vol. 1 - 000003 DCC 10: 6349
DATE: 5/29/87 PACES: 15
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Henry L. Longest/EPA EPA

DESCRI PTION: I nterimgui dance for consideration of sections 105(g) and 145 of the Superfund Amrendnents
and Reaut horization Act of 1986 prior to NPL proposal of special study waste sites.

SUB-HEAD: 10. 2. . . Vol. 1 - Technical Sources
10. 2. . . Vol. 1 - 000001 DCC I D 6777
DATE: 5/1/83 PAGES: 337
AUTHOR( S) : ADDRESSEE( S) :
Dal e R Ral ston/ Departnent of Geol ogy, University of Unknown
I daho

DESCRI PTION:  Thernal G ound Water Flow Systens in the Thrust Zone in Sout heastern |daho.



